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STRICTURES, 


CHAPTER    I. 

The  object  of  the  "  Comparative  View  of  the  Two  Churches 
of  England  and  Rome." — Dr.  Marsh's  opinion  of  scripture 
and  tradition. — His  reasoning  examined. — His  charges 
against  Bossuet.— His  explanation  of  2  Thess.  ii.  15. — 
His  opinion  of  the  instability  of  tradition, — and  of  the 
difficulty  of  knowing  it,  when  we  find  it,— r-refuted. 


_L  HOUGH  it  may  be  fairly  presumed  that,  in 
the  controversy  between  the  church  of  Rome 
and  the  modern  church  of  England,  every  im- 
portant argument  has  long  since  been  pre-oc- 
cupied  and  exhausted;  yet  new  advocates  are 
daily  brought  forward,  who  claim  in  their  turn 
the  attention  of  the  public,  and  present  the  old 
matter  belonging  to  their  predecessors  under  a 
new,  and  sometimes  a  more  engaging  form. 
Among  these  may  be  numbered  a  scholar  of 
great  biblical  celebrity,  the  Margaret-professor 
of  divinity  in  the  university  of  Cambridge.  If 


Dr.  Marsh,  by  proposing  to  distribute  the  Book 
of  Common  Prayer  with  the  Bible,  was  thought 
to  betray  a  secret  learning  to  the  arbitrary  prin- 
ciples of  popery :  his  "  Comparative  View  of  the 
Churches  of  England  and  Rome,"  must  com- 
pletely wipe  away  the  injurious  imputation. 
In  this  long  and  laboured  performance,  he  un- 
dertakes to  examine  the  doctrine  and  policy  of 
the  two  churches;  1st,  as  to  the  foundation  of 
their  respective  creeds;  2d,  as  to  the  establish- 
ment of  church  ceremonies ;  and  3d,  as  to  the 
exercise  of  church  authority.  On  all  these 
points  he  professes  to  shew,  as  it  was  meet  he 
should,  that  the  church  of  England  acts  on  ra- 
tional, tolerant,  and  scriptural  grounds,  while 
the  conduct  of  the  church  of  Rome  has  been 
repugnant  to  the  inspired  word  of  God,  and 
to  the  natural  liberty  of  man. 

As  the  writer  of  these  pages  has  not  the  in* 
clination,  so  neither  has  he  the  leisure,  to  dis- 
cuss this  variety  of  subjects.  Of  the  three 
parts  into  which  the  "  Comparative  View"  has 
been  divided.,  he  wishes  to  confine  himself  to 
the  first,  the  ground  work  of  the  other  two. 
Nor  would  he  even  notice  that,  did  he  not  feel 
anxious  to  direct  the  attention  of  Dr.  Marsh 
and  his  associates,  to  a  question,  which  has  fre- 
quently been  offered  to  their  consideration ;  but, 
by  some  fatality,  has  almost  always  escaped 


their  memory.  In  examining  the  sources  from 
•which  the  two  churches  profess  to  derive  their 
respective  creeds,  occasion  will  be  offered  to 
inquire,  whether  the  reformers,  by  rejecting  the 
authority  of  tradition,  have  not  in  effect  de- 
stroyed the  authority  of  scripture,  taken  away 
the  security  of  religious  belief,  and  undermined 
the  very  foundations  of  Christianity.  This, 
certainly,  is  a  subject  not  undeserving  of  atten- 
tion. 

The  three  first  chapters  of  the  "  Comparative 
View,"  consist  of  preliminary  matter,  of  defini- 
tions and  quotations.  These,  with  much  pa- 
rade of  research,  are  spread  over  more  than 
fifty  pages ;  while  the  information  which  they 
convey,  might  have  been  comprised  in  less  than 
fifty  lines.  We  are  successively  led  to  the 
council  of  Trent,  to  Bellarmine,  and  Dela- 
hogue,  on  the  one  side,  and  to  the  articles  and 
homilies  of  the  church  of  England  on  the 
other:  from  the  first  we  are  taught,  what  every 
reader  knew  before,  that  the  church  of  Rome 
admits  the  authority  of  both  scripture  and  tra- 
dition;  from  the  latter,  what  is  equally  well 
ascertained,  that  the  church  of  England  pro- 
fesses to  admit  the  authority  of  scripture  only, 
and  to  reject  the  authority  of  tradition.  The 
writer  of  these  sheets  will  not  presume  to  lay 
a  tax  equally  heavy  and  unnecessary  on  the 
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patience  of  his  readers.  He  will  therefore  dis- 
miss the  introductory  chapters  of  Dr.  Marsh 
with  a  single  observation,  that  Catholics,  though 
they  admit  both  scripture  and  tradition,  do  not 
consider  them  as  independent  sources  of  doc- 
trine. They  revere  them  both  indeed,  because 
both  emanate  from  the  same  holy  spirit.  But 
they  know,  and  experience  has  fully  proved  it, 
that  the  written  word  is  of  itself  a  dead  letter, 
unable  to  explain  its  own  meaning;  that  it  may 
be  made  to  speak  any  language,  which  suits 
the  caprice  or  the  convenience  of  its  readers ; 
and  that  it  has  been  profanely  wrested  by  in- 
novators and  fanatics,  to  support  doctrines  the 
most  impious  and  contradictory.  If  then  the 
scripture  be  a  rule  of  faith,  they  contend  that, 
to  be  securely  so,  it  must  be  expounded  ac- 
cording to  the  unwritten  word,  of  which,  no 
less  than  of  the  written 'word,  the  church  of 
God  has  been  appointed  "the  witness  and  the 
keeper"  by  its  divine  founder. 

In  his  fourth  chapter,  Dr.  Marsh  enters  on 
the  real  merits  of  the  question.  Is  the  scrip- 
ture alone  the  rule  of  our  faith,  as  is  taught  by 
the  church  of  England ;  or  are  we  to  add  tra- 
dition to  the  scripture,  as  is  taught  by  the 
church  of  Rome?  There  is  no  point  in  the 
controversy  between  the  two  churches  which 
involves  greater  interests,  or  demands  more 


dispassionate  inquiry.  If  it  can  be  shewn,  that 
tradition,  or  the  unwritten  word,  has  no  autho- 
rity, then  will  the  church  of  England  have  an 
equal  chance  with  any  other  reformed  church, 
of  being  in  the  right:  if  it  cannot,  then  will 
they  all  be  necessarily  in  the  wrong.  On  this 
question,  therefore,  Dr.  Marsh  shall  express 
his  sentiments  in  his  own  words.  The  extract 
will  appear  long;  but  the  apology  for  its  length 
will  be  found  in  the  importance  of  the  subject. 
Had  his  reasoning  been  abridged,  a  suspicion 
might  have  arisen,  that  it  had  been  misrepre- 
sented. 

"  The  inquiry,"  says  he,  "  which  we  are 
about  to  institute,  will  be  conducted  in  the  most 
intelligible  manner,  by  making  Bossuet's  chap- 
ter upon  scripture  and  tradition,  the  basis  of 
that  inquiry.  And  no  Romanist  can  object  to 
it,  as  Bossuet  is  universally  holden  by  them  in 
the  highest  estimation.  In  that  chapter,  which 
is  the  seventeenth  in  his  '  Exposition  of  the 
Catholic  Faith,'  says  Bossuet,  *  Jesus  Christ 
'  having  laid  the  foundation  of  his  church  by 

*  preaching,   the  unwritten   word    was   conse- 
4  quently  the  first  rule  of  Christianity ;    and 

*  when  the  writings  of  the  New  Testament  were 

*  added  to  it,  its  authority  was  not  forfeited  on 
'  that  account,  which  makes  us  receive  with 
c  equal  veneration,  all  that  has  been  taught  by 
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'  the  apostles,  whether  in  writing  or  by  word 
'  of  mouthy  which  St.  Paul  expressly  recoin- 
4  mends  to  the  Thessalonians.'  Here  no  one 
'will  deny  that  Jesus  Christ  laid  the  foundation 
of  his  church  by  preaching.  Nor  can  we  deny 
that  the  unwritten  word  was  the  first  rule  of 
Christianity.  As  nothing  was  recorded,  at 
least  to  our  knowledge,  during  the  life  of  our 
Saviour,  the  doctrines  which  he  taught  were, 
during  that  period,  so  many  divine  traditions. 
And  divine  traditions  they  remained,  till  they 
were  recorded  in  the  gospels.  Again,  as  se- 
veral years  probably  elapsed  after  the  apostles 
had  begun  to  teach  under  the  guidance  of  the 
holy  spirit,  before  they  committed  their  doc- 
trines to  writing,  the  doctrines  which  they 
taught  during  that  period  were  so  many  apos- 
tolical traditions.  And  apostolical  traditions 
they  remained,  till  they  were  recorded  in  the 
apostolical  epistles.  We  may  safely  admit, 
therefore,  that  tradition,  or  the  unwritten  word, 
was  the  first  rule  of  Christianity.  The  argu- 
ment proceeds,  that  when  the  writings  of  the 
New  Testament  were  added  to  it,  its  authority 
w  as  not  forfeited  on  that  account.  Now  this 
argument,  which  is  employed  by  other  writers 
on  the  same  subject,  is  supposed  to  establish 
the  authority  ascribed  by  the  church  of  Rome 
to  the  unwritten  word.  For  since  it  cannot  be 


denied,  that  this  was  the  first  rule  of  Christ- 
ianity, the  authority  which" is  acknowledged  to 
have  been  then  due  to  it,  does  not  immediately 
appear  to  have  been  actually  cancelled  by  the 
circumstance  that  another  authority  was  placed 
by  the  side  of  it.     Yet,  if  we  examine  the  ar- 
gument a  little  more  closely,  we  shall  find  that 
it  carries  with  it  its  own  confutation.     For  it 
secretly  implies  a  point  to  be  proved,  and  is 
therefore  nothing  better  than  a  petitio  principii. 
When  they  say,  that  the  writings  of  the  New 
Testament  were  added  to  the  unwritten  word, 
the  very  term  'added,'  implies  such    a 'differ- 
ence between  the  things  themselves,  as  tacitly 
affords   a   foundation   for  their   future    super- 
structure.    On  the  supposition,  that  the  whole 
of  the  unwritten  word  was  afterwards  record- 
ed in  the  New  Testament,  there  would  be  an 
absurdity  in  saying  that  the  New  Testament 
was  added  to  it.     This  very  term,  therefore,  art- 
fully implies,  that  &  part  at  least  of  God's  word 
was  not  recorded  in  the  New  Testament.     But 
this  is  a  point  which  the  Romanists  cannot 
take  for  granted,  when  they  are  arguing  with 
those   who  invariably   deny   it.     At   the   very 
dawn  of  the  Reformation,  botli  Luther  and  Me- 
lancthon  rejected  tradition  as  a  rule  of  faith, 
because  they  were  convinced  that  the  whole  of 
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God's  word  was  contained  in  the  scripture  or 
the  written  word."* 

What  impression  the  perusal  of  this  passage 
may  have  made  on  the  reader's  mind,  I  will  not 
pretend  to  divine.  For  myself,  I  will  own,  that 
1  was  disappointed.  From  the  solemnity  of 
the  introduction  I  had  been  led  to  expect  some 
very  cogent  argument,  some  express  declara- 
tion from  the  word  of  God,  that  the  scripture, 
to  the  exclusion  of  tradition,  was  the  only  rule 
of  Christianity.  Such  at  least  would  have 
been  the  manner  in  which  a  writer,  adopting 
the  principles  of  the  "  Comparative  View,"  and 
confident  in  their  accuracy,  would  naturally 
have  proceeded.  If  Dr.  Marsh  has  not  done 
so,  because  he  was  conscious  that  he  could 
not,  that  consciousness  alone  might  have  taught 
him  to  doubt  the  truth  of  his  own  doctrine. 
What  then  has  he  done?  Why,  nothing  to  the 
purpose.  Instead  of  proving  his  own  asser- 
tion by  argument,  he  has  trifled  away  his  time 
in  an  impotent  attempt  to  shew,  that  a  passage, 
which  he  has  selected  from  Bossuet,  is  a  petitio 
principii.  Now,  were  this  to  be  allowed  him, 
still  we  should  not  be  advanced  one  step  in  the 
controversy.  A  logical  error  in  an  advocate 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  61 — 03. 


is  not  a  decisive  proof  of  the  badness  of  his 
cause.  Dr.  Marsh  must  adduce  some  positive 
argument  in  his  own  favour,  before  he  can  de- 
monstrate that  scripture  alone  is  the  rule  of 
Christian  faith.  But — 

1st.  Though  he  is  at  liberty  to  select  an  ex- 
tract from  Bossuet's  "  Exposition,"  as  the  basis 
of  his  inquiry,  yet  let  me  ask  by  what  right  he 
reasons  on  the  supposition  that  these  half  a 
dozen  lines  contain,  not  only  the  doctrine,  but 
also  the  arguments  of  Catholics.  He  must 
know  the  difference  between  a  mere  statement, 
and  a  vindication,  of  doctrine ;  nor  can  he  be 
ignorant  that  the  chapter  in  Bossuet  is  of  the 
former,  and  not  of  the  latter  description. 

2d.  If  Dr.  Marsh  really  flatters  himself  that 

he   has   discovered  a  petitio  principii  in   the 

words  of  Bossuet,  I  envy  him   htm-  not  his 

powers  of  discernment.     There  is  no  "artful 

implication  of  a  point  to  be  proved,"  in  the 

passage  alluded  to.      The  Bishop  of  Meaux 

did,  indeed,  say,   that  the   written  had  been 

joined  to  the  unwritten  word.     "  Lorsque  les 

ecritures    du    nouveau    testament  y   ont    ete 

jointes"     But  what  else   could   he  say?     He 

was  speaking,  not  of  the  nature  of  the  doctrine, 

but  of  the  vehicles  by  which  it  was  conveyed, 

the    unwritten  and  the   written   word.       Dr. 

Marsh  himself  acknowledges  that  the  unwrit- 
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ten  word  was  the  first  rule :  of  course  the  se- 
cond rule  must  have  followed  the  first.  Un- 
less then  he  pretend,  that,  at  the  publication 
of  the  scriptures,  all  recollection  of  unwritten 
doctrine  was  effaced  from  the  minds  of  the 
disciples,  he  also  must  say  that  the  one  was 
"  added"  or  "joined"  to  the  other. 

3d.  But  since  Protestants  maintain  that  the 
whole  of  the  unwritten  is  contained  in  the  writ- 
ten word,  how,  it  is  asked,  can  Catholics  take 
the  contrary  for  granted  ?  In  reasoning  with 
an  adversary,  you  cannot,  indeed,  argue  from 
what  he  denies,  as  if  he  had  already  admitted 
it:  but,  in  stating  your  own  opinions,  as  Bos- 
suet  did,  it  is  not  only  your  right,  it  is  your 
duty  to  state  them  fairly,  whether  your  adver- 
sary admit  them  or  not.  But  here  let  me  ask, 
with  whom  on  the  present  subject  the  onus  pro- 
bandi  lies,  with  the  Catholic  or  the  Protestant? 
The  unwritten  word,  it  is  agreed,  on  all  hands, 
was  originally  in  possession  of  authority. — 
Luther,  and  Melancthon,  and  Dr.  Marsh,  come 
forward ;  they  assert,  that  its  authority  was 
cancelled  on  the  appearance  of  the  written 
word;  and  assign,  as  a  reason,  that  the  whole 
of  the  former  was  recorded  in  the  latter.  But 
are  we  to  believe  this  to  be  the  fact,  on  their 
unsupported  assertion  ?  Is  it  not  for  them  to 
adduce  their  proofs?  Let  them  do  so.  Till 
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they  have  done  it,  the  unwritten  word,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  reasoning,  may  be  supposed 
in  full  possession  of  its  original  authority. 

Perhaps  the  reader  will  expect,  that,  after 
this  preliminary  skirmish,  Dr.  Marsh  will  bold- 
ly come  forward,  and  meet  his  enemy  with  all 
his  force.  No :  whatever  strength  he  has,  it 
is  carefully  concealed.  Bossuet,  in  his  state- 
ment, Kad  alluded  to  2  Thessalonians,  ii.  15, 
and  this  has  furnished  Dr.  Marsh  with  an  op- 
portunity of  reading  us  a  long  lecture,  in 
which  he  interprets  the  passage,  and  then  in- 
fers that  it  does  not  prove,  what  it  was  design- 
ed to  prove.*  The  interpretation  I  shall  no- 
tice presently ;  the  inference  is  founded  on 
misapprehension.  Supposing  that  the  testi- 
mony of  St.  Paul  was  adduced  to  prove  the 
present  existence  of  apostolical  traditions,  he 
asks  how  it  can  be  shewn  that  the  traditions  of 
which  the  apostle  spoke,  had  not  been  already, 
or  were  not  afterwards  recorded  in  the  other 
epistles.  But  the  Bishop  of  Meaux  did  not 
assert  that  the  traditions,  of  which  the  apostle 
spoke,  are  or  are  not  in  actual  existence.  .That 
was  another  question.  His  object  was  only 
to  shew,  that  St.  Paul  exacted  the  same  sub- 
mission to  his  doctrine,  whether  it  were  deli* 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  64.  66, 
c  2 
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vered  by  \vord  of  mouth,  or  were  committed  to 
writing,  "  Nous  recevons  avec  une  pareille 
veneration  tout  ce  qui  a  etc  enseigne  par  les 
apotres,  soit  par  ecrit,  soit  de  vive  voix,  selon 
que  St.  Paul  meme  1&  expressement  declare, 
2  Thess.  ii.  15."  And  that  he  was  borne  out 
in  this  opinion  by  the  text  itself,  will  be  evi- 
dent to  the  dispassionate  reader.  "  There- 
fore, brethren,  stand  fast,  and  hold  the  tradi- 
tions which  ye  have  been  taught,  whether  by 
word  or  our  epistle." 

If  then  I  notice  the  interpretation,  which  is 
given  of  this  passage  in  the  "  Comparative 
View,"  it  is  not  to  vindicate  Bossuet,  but  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  reader  to  the  freedoms 
which  the  reformed  divines  are  accustomed  to 
wse  with  their  only  rule  of  faith,  and  the  teme- 
rity with  which  they  substitute  their  own  con- 
jectures for  the  infallible  word  of  the  Almighty. 
That  the  command  of  "  holding  traditions,*' 
should  sound  rather  gratingly  to  an  orthodox 
ear,  is  natural  enough :  and  it  would  certainly 
be  convenient  to  exchange  it  for  an  expression, 
which  savours  less  of  the  corruption  of  po- 
pery. With  this  view  Dr.  Marsh  deserts  the 
authorized  version  of  his  church,  and  has  re- 
course to  the  Greek  text.  He  there  finds  the 
word  jrofftSocrcg,  and  taking  it  with  him,  goes 
in  search  of  some  passage,  in  which  it  may 
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signify  any  other  thing  than  the  tradition  of 
doctrine.  Fortunately,  lie  discovers,  that  in 
2  Thess.  iii.  6,  it  regards  discipline,  and  may 
be  translated  direction.  The  question  is  in- 
stantly decided:  whatever  be  the  object  or  the 
language  of  the  apostle  in  the  contested  pas- 
sage, K»p£o<ri$  shall  there  also  mean  direction, 
and  the  heterodox  phrase  of  "  holding  tradi- 
tions" shall  no  longer  offend  the  eye  of  Pro- 
testant readers.*  Not  that  I  mean  to  accuse 


*  Comp.  View,  63 — G6.  Dr.  M.  appears  to  set  a  high  value 
on  this  interpretation.  He  afterwards  (p.  120)  refers  to  it  as 
an  instance  of  the  advantage  to  be  derived  from  appealing 
to  the  original  text,  a  privilege  of  which  he  pretends  the  Ca- 
tholic divines  have  been  deprived  by  the  council  of  Trent.  Of 
the  value  of  his  interpretation, 'the  reader  must  be  the  judge: 
as  to  the  practice  of  appealing  to  the  originals,  Catholic  di- 
vines employ  it  as  well  as  Protestant.  That  it  was  prohibited 
by  the  second  decree,  made  at  the  fourth  session  of  the 
council  of  Trent,  is  a  fiction  of  ancient  date,  the  repetition 
of  which,  by  Dr.  Marsh,  cannot  but  excite  surprise.  The 
decree  neither  mentions  the  originals  expressly,  nor  even 
alludes  to  them  remotely.  If  the  sixth  of  the  English  arti- 
cles "  allows  by  its  very  silence  an  appeal  to  the  inspired 
originals,  (Compar.  View,  p.  119),"  it  might  equally  be  in- 
ferred from  the  silence  of  the  council,  that  it  also  allowed  an 
appeal  to  the  same  originals.  Its  provisions  are  confined 
exclusively  to  translations,  and  those  too  published  in  the 
Latin  language  previously  to  the  issuing  of  the  decree :  "  Ex 
omnibus  Latinis  editiouibus,  quae  circumferuntur,  sacrorum 
librorum*  quaenauu  pro  authentic^  habeuda  sit."  Out  of 
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Dr.  Marsh  of  any  intention  to  misinterpret  the 
scripture:  but  if  he  analyze  the  workings  of 


these  translations,  it  determines  which  for  the  future  shall  be 
deemed  authentic,  that  is,  approved  by  competent  authority. 
This  is  exactly  what  the  church  of  England  has  done  in  re- 
spect to  the  many  English  translations.  That  church  ha* 
chosen  a  new,  for  its  authorized,  version.  The  Catholic 
church,  being  an  old  church,  chose  an  old  version  for  the 
same  purpose  :  "  Vetus  et  vulgata  editio,  quae  longo  tot  sse- 
culorum  usu  in  ipsa  ecclesia  probata  est."  And  there  was 
much  fairness  in  it.  A  new  version  (so  powerful  is  the  influ- 
ence of  system  over  the  judgment)  might  be  made,  even  unin- 
tentionally, to  favour  new  opinions ;  but  a  version,  published 
centuries  before  the  rise  of  the  controversy  between  the 
church  of  Rome  and  the  reformers,  could  not  be  suspected 
of  any  such  bias.  It  was  therefore  decreed,  that  the  Latin 
vulgate  should  be  taken  for  the  authorized  version  of  the 
Catholic  church,  in  public  lectures,  disputations,  sermons, 
and  expositions ;  that  is,  on  all  public  occasions  in  which  an 
authorized  version  is  necessary:  "  In  publicis  lectionibus,  dis- 
putationibus,  praedicationibus  et  expositionibus  pro  authen- 
tica  habeatur :"  and  that  no  one  should,  on  any  pretence, 
presume  to  reject  it :  "  Et  ut  nemo  illam  rejicere  quovis 
praetextu  audeat  vel  prrcsumat."  Now,  Dr.  Marsh,  in  trans- 
lating this  last  passage,  has  contrived,  unintentionally,  no 
doubt,  by  the  insertion  of  an  unauthorized  word,  to  convert 
the  prohibition  of  rejecting  the  Latin  vulgate  in  general  into 
a  prohibition  of  rejecting  any  particular  passage  in  it.  "Let 
no  one  presume  to  reject  the  decision  of  the  Latin  vulgate, 
under  any  pretence  whatsoever,"  (p.  119).  A  very  slight 
acquaintance  with  Catholic  literature  will  shew,  that  such  is 
not  the  meaning  of  the  degree.  Many  passages  in  the  vul- 
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his  own  mind,  he  will,  I  suspect,  discover,  that 
his  new  explication  originated  in  a  secret  wish 
to  get  rid  of  that  impudent  word,  tradition. 
Now,  reader,  if  you  think  it  worth  your  while 
to  peruse  the  second  and  third  chapters  of  the 
Second  Epistle  to  the  Thessalonians,  you  will 
soon  be  enabled  to  judge  of  the  merit  of  this 
very  important  discovery.  Htef*&tn£  signifies 
direction  in  the  third  chapter.  Granted :  but 
must  it  then  signify  direction  in  every  other 
passage  ?  If  the  apostle  were  speaking,  not  of 
discipline,  but  of  doctrine,  would  it  not  then 
mean  the  tradition  of  doctrine?  Now,  this  is 
exactly  the  present  case.  The  two  chapters 
treat  of  quite  different  matters.  The  second 
regards  nothing  but  doctrine;  the  third  is  con- 
fined to  discipline.  In  the  second,  St.  Paul 
warns  his  disciples  againstyafe  teachers:  "  Let 
no  man  deceive  you  by  any  means."  In  the 
third,  against  men  of  covetous  and  disorderly 
conduct:  "  Withdraw  yourselves  from  every  bro-» 
ther  that  walketh  disorderly:"  in  the  second, 

gate  have  been  since  corrected  by  authority :  Catholic  di- 
vines hare  repeatedly  translated  the  originals :  they  are  in 
the  constant  habit  of  recurring  to  the  originals  for  the  im- 
provement and  correction  of  passages  in  the  vulgate,  and  in 
this  country,  Catholic  controvertists  seldom  quote  from  the 
vulgate  at  all ;  they  generally  quote  from  the  version  of  the 
English  church. 
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after  reminding  them  of  what  he  had  said  to 
them  on  former  occasions,  he  adds,  "  therefore 
stand  fast,  and  hold  the  traditions  (Ku^oc-tig) 
which  ye  have  been  taught,  whether  by  word 
or  our  epistle  :"  in  the  third,  after  calling  to 
their  recollection  his  own  conduct  among  them, 
he  adds,  that  the  man  who  does  otherwise, 
"  walketh  not  after  the  direction  (nafwloviv) 
which  he  received  from  us."  The  same  dis- 
tinction is  clearly  pointed  out  by  the  precision 
of  the  apostle's  language.  In  one  chapter  he 
speaks  of  holding  traditions;  in  the  other,  of 
walking  after  directions:  in  the  one,  of  tradi- 
tions which  the  Thessalonians  had  been  taught; 
in  the  other,  of  direction  said  to  have  been  re- 
ceived. To  me  then  nothing  can  appear  more 
plain,  than  that  in  the  first  passage  we  are  to 
understand  the  tradition  of  doctrine,  and  that 
to  expound  it  by  the  second,  is  to  pervert  the 
real  meaning  of  the  apostle. 

Having  explained  this  passage  from  the  se- 
cond Epistle  to  the  Thessalonians  in  an  ortho- 
dox sense,  Dr.  Marsh  proceeds  to  favour  us 
with  his  conjectures  on  the  subject  of  tradition, 
He  thinks  it  "  extremely  improbable  that  an 
all- wise  Providence,  imparting  a  new  revela- 
tion to  mankind,  would  suffer  any  doctrine  or 
article  of  faith  to  be  transmitted  to  posterity 
by  so  precarious  a  vehicle  as  that  of  oral  tra* 
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tlii ion.  Articles  of  faith  are  objects  only  of 
inward  sense,  and  must  unavoidably,  when 
transmitted  only  from  mouth  to  mouth,  undergo, 
in  a  very  short  period,  material  alterations."* 
It  may  be  sufficient  to  reply,  that  conjecture  is 
a  very  unsafe  foundation  for  a  system  of  reli- 
gious belief.  We  are  but  incompetent  judges 
what  measures  it  is  probable  or  improbable, 
that  the  wisdom  of  the  Almighty  would  pur- 
sue. Dr.  Marsh  founds  his  objection  on  the 
unavoidable  alteration,  which  traditionary  doc- 
trine must  undergo.  But  is  alteration  una- 
voidable? Could  Almighty  Wisdom  devise  no 
means  of  preventing  it?  He  has  himself  told 
us  from  Dr.  Torn  line,  that  "  the  general  super- 
intendance  of  the  Holy  Spirit  prevented  the 
writers  of  the  scriptures  from  registering  any 
material  error/'f  Could  not  the  superintend- 
ance  of  the  same  Holy  Spirit  also  prevent  the 
great  body  of  pastors  from  ever  corrupting  the 
unwritten  word  by  any  "material  alteration?" 
Evidently  it  could :  arid  what  is  more,  if  Ca- 
tholics may  be  allowed,  as  well  as  Protestants, 
to  understand  the  scriptures,  it  ought.  For 
our  blessed  Lord  had  promised  to  Peter,  that 
the  gates  of  hell  should  not  prevail  against  his 
church;  and,  when  he  sent  the  apostles  to 

*   Comparative  View,   p.  <>7. 
t    Illustration  of  the  hypothesis,  &c.  p.  33. 
D 
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teach  all  nations,  had  added,  that  he  would  be 
with  them  himself  always,  even  unto  the  end 
of  the  world.* 

*  Matt.  xvi.  18.  xxviii.  20.  Dr.  Marsh  has  very  candidly 
proved  (p.  213),  that  the  words  in  the  first  of  these  passages, 
"  Thou  art  Peter,  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  ray  church,'' 
must  mean,  "  Thou  art  rock  by  name,  and  shall  be  rock  in- 
deed :  for  on  thee,"  &c.  May  I  recommend  this  opinion  of 
Dr.  Marsh  to  the  notice  of  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  one  of 
those  who,  as  Dr.  Marsh  observes,  u  have  taken  such  unsuc- 
cessful pains  to  shew,  that  our  Saviour,  under  the  word  roc k, 
did  not  understand  St.  Peter."  See  a  work  by  the  Bishop 
of  St.  David's,  intitled,  "  Christ,  and  not  Peter,  the  rock ;" 
and  an  answer  to  it,  under  the  title  of  "  Examination  of  cer- 
tain Opinions  advanced  by  the  Right  Rev.  Dr.  Burgess,"  &c. 
But  is  it  not  singular,  that  the  agitation  of  the  Catholic  Ques- 
tion should  have  renewed  a  controversy,  which  the  good  sense 
of  Protestant  writers  had  long  ago  abandoned  1  Many  impo- 
tent attempts  have  lately  been  made  to  call  in  question  the 
fact  of  St.  Peter  having  ever  been  at  Rome.  Now,  how  does 
the  case  stand  ?  On  the  one  side  we  are  told,  that  neither 
St.  Luke  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  nor  St.  Paul  in  his 
Epistles,  ever  mention  St.  Peter  as  residing  at  Rome.  But 
this  is  merely  a  negative  argument:  and,  to  be  of  any  weight, 
it  should  be  shewn,  1st,  that  if  St.  Peter  ever  was  at  Rome, 
it  must  have  been  at  the  times  alluded  to  in  these  writings; 
and  2d,  if  he  were  there  then,  that  he  must  of  necessity  have 
been  mentioned  in  them.  On  the  other  side,  it  is  asserted, 
that  every  ancient  writer,  who  has  noticed  the  labours  and 
death  of  St.  Peter,  has  either  expressly  mentioned,  or  evi- 
dently supposed,  his  preaching  at  Rome  ;  and  that  not  one 
of  them  all  has  used  an  expression  which  tan  throw  any 
doubt  on  the  fact.  How  does  Dr.  Marsh  get  rid  of  such 
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To  shew,  however,   the  little  reliance  that 
can  be  placed  on  such  conjectural  reasoning, 


authority  ?  He  owns  that  Irenseus  says,  the  church  of  Rome 
was  founded  by  the  apostles,  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul:  but 
then  Irenreus  also  calls  it  a  most  ancient  church,  "  antiquis-- 
sima  ecclesia."  Now  this  epithet,  he  contends,  "directly 
contradicts  the  account  given  in  the  Acts  relative  to  the 
church  of  Jerusalem,"  (for  St.  Peter  preached  at  Jerusalem 
long  before  he  could  visit  Rome);  of  course,  so  "pal- 
pable a  falsehood  destroys  the  credit  of  Irenaeus;  and  also 
of  other  writers,  who,  when  they  mentioned  St.  Peter  as  at 
Rome,  "probably  depended  on  his  authority,"  (p.  208.  210). 
It  is  really  painful  to  notice  such  reasoning.  But  Dr.  Marsh 
himself  informs  us,  that  Clemens  of  Alexandria  and  Tertul- 
lian  were  contemporary  with  Irenaeus.  What  then  is  their 
testimony  ?  Clemens  says,  that  the  occasion  of  writing  St. 
Mark's  gospel,  was  "  when  St.  Peter  preached  the  word  pub- 
licly in  Rome."  (Apud  Eus.  Hist.  Eccl.  1.  vi.  c.  14).  Could 
he  derive  this  information  from  the  lying  Irenaeus?  Irenaeus 
gives  a  different  account,  (Id.  v.  8).  Tertullian  says,  that 
Peter  was  crucified  at  Rome.  Ista  quam  felix  ecclesia,  cui 
totam  doctrinam  apostoli  cum  sanguine  suo  profuderunt : 
ubi  Petrus  passioni  dominicae  adaequatur;  ubi  Paulus,  &c. 
(De  Praescrip.  p.  215.  Par.  1675).  Was  he  also  deceived 
by  the  lying  Irenaeus]  But  he  relates  particulars,  which 
trenaeus  has  not  mentioned.  Origen  was  the  scholar  of  Cle- 
mens. He  tells  us,  that  Peter  was  crucified  at  Rome  with 

his    head    downwards.      ET»  rsXft  ev  Pw/xn  ytvopwog  ayajncoAoTncrQw 

jtara  xt^aXrjj.  (Tom.  iii.  in  Gen.  apud  Euseb.  1.  iii.  c.  1). 
Could  Origen  derive  this  information  from  Ireiiaeus?  But, 
perhaps,  he  also  is  undeserving  of  credit ;  for  he  has  been 
guilty  of  the  same  "palpable  falsehood."  He  has  applied 
D  2 
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I  will,  for  a  moment,  suppose  it  to  be  Well- 
founded.  The  consequence  will  be,  that  the 
writing  of  the  scriptures  has  prevented  the  ori- 
ginal doctrine  of  the  unwritten  word  from 
undergoing  any  material  alteration.  For  it 
would  be  like  blasphemy  to  assert,  that  the 
wisdom  of  God  had  made  choice  of  any  mea- 
sure totally  inadequate  to  effect  its  purpose. 
Let  us  then  put  this  conjecture  to  the  test. 
The  scriptures  were  intended  to  prevent  any 
material  alteration  of  the  unwritten  word. 
Have  they  done  so?  1st.  During  eight  centu- 
ries before  the  Reformation,  the  whole  Christ- 


tbe  epithet  ''  most  ancient"  to  the  church  of  Rome,  which  he 

was  anxious    to  visit:    eufa/xsvoj  T*JV  a^aiolc&lw  Pw/xatwv  ?x*;\w*a» 

i&*v.  (Apud.  Euseb.  1.  vi.  c.  14).  Ignatius  of  Antioch,  at 
least,  could  not  have  been  deceived  by  Irenaeus,  for  he  suf- 
fered before  the  close  of  the  first  century.  Yet  he  evidently 
supposes  Peter  to  have  preached  at  Rome.  Requesting  a 
favour  from  the  Romans,  he  says,  he  does  not  presume  to 
command  them  as  Peter  and  Paul  did :  for  they  were  apostles. 
Ovx,  us  HE^O?  xou  ITavXo*  e^xTao-c-o^su  vutv.  (Cotel.  Pat.  Apost. 
Tom.  ii.  p.  28).  And  Clemens,  a  still  more  ancient  writer, 
though,  as  Dr.  Marsh  observes,  he  does  not  mention  where 
St.  Peter  suffered,  plainly  gives  us  to  understand,  that  it  was 
at  Rome.  He  writes  a  letter  from  Rome,  mentions  the 
examples  of  constancy  lately  given  by  the  apostles,  and  then 
describes  the  sufferings  and  death,  first  of  St.  Peter,  and 
next  of  St.  Paul.  The  latter,  it  is  admitted,  suffered  at 
Rome,  so  then  did  the  former. 
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ian  world  was  plunged  in  the  most  damnable 
idolatry  and  superstition.  At  least,  Dr.  Marsh 
will  say  so  ;  for  it  is  the  doctrine  of  his  church 
in  its  homilies.  The  fact  then  will  be,  that  for 
eight  hundred  years  the  scriptures  failed  of 
producing  the  very  effect  for  which  they  were 
written.  *2d.  Has  the  case  been  bettered  since 
the  Reformation?  No:  the  belief  of  this  prin- 
ciple, that  the  scriptures  are  the  rule  of  faith, 
had  divided  its  followers  into  numberless  sects, 
has  multiplied  error,  and  has  taken  away  reli- 
gious certainty.  That  it  has  produced  num- 
berless sects,  is  evident  from  the  history  of  the 
reformed  churches:  that  it  has  multiplied  er- 
ror, is  equally  certain ;  for  all  these  sects  differ 
from  each  other  on  doctrinal  grounds;  and, 
consequently,  since  truth  cannot  be  at  variance 
with  itself,  they  must  among  them  teach  a  great 
variety  of  errors ;  and  that  it  has  taken  away 
all  religious  certainty,  will  result  from  the 
want  of  any  rule  or  authority  to  determine  be- 
tween them.  Let  us  suppose,  for  example, 
that  you  have  searched  the  scriptures  for  your 
own  satisfaction ;  that,  after  a  long  and  dis- 
passionate inquiry,  you  have  made  your  selec- 
tion of  one  of  the  reformed  creeds  in  prefer- 
ence to  the  rest.  Still,  what  security  can  you 
enjoy?  Other  men,  as  sincere  as  yourself, 
blessed  with  equal  talents,  and  not  inferior 


in  judgment,  have  made  a  similar  inquiry,  and 
have  come  to  a  totally  opposite  result.  What 
reason  have  you  to  believe  that  you  alone  are 
right,  and  that  they  are  wrong?  It  is  evident 
that,  if  the  scriptures  were  written  for  no  other 
purpose  than  to  preserve  the  true  knowledge 
of  Christ's  doctrine,  they  have  not  produced 
that  effect.  I  will,  therefore,  presume  to  offer 
to  Dr.  Marsh's  consideration,  the  extreme 
improbability,  that  an  all-wise  Providence,  im- 
parting a  new  revelation  to  mankind,  should 
suffer  its  doctrines  to  be  transmitted  to  pos- 
terity, by  so  treacherous  a  vehicle  as  a  written 
document,  subject  to  the  contradictory  inter- 
pretations of  different  readers,  without  any 
provision  for  the  determination  of  its  real  mean- 
ing. To  me  it  appears  that  this  conjecture  is 
not  less  worthy  of  his  notice,  than  that  which 
he  himself  has  stated. 

But  where,  it  is  asked,  can  be  the  use  of 
apostolical  traditions,  '-'  if  we  have  no  means 
of  knowing  them,  when  we  find  them."*  Evi- 
dently in  that  case  they  must  be  useless:  and 
a  similar  reason  has  always  induced  me  to 
believe,  that  in  the  reformed  system  the  scrip- 
tures are  of  little  use;  because  in  that  system 
there  is  riot,  as  experience  has  shewn,  any 
means  of  ascertaining  with  security,  what  is 
*  Comparative  View,  p.  68. 
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the  true  sense  of  scripture.  But  Dr.  Mar>h 
is  mistaken,  if  he  think,  as  he  seems  to  do, 
that,  in  order  to  discover  the  traditions  of  the 
apostles,  it  is  necessary  to  travel  through  all 
the  works  of  all  the  fathers.*  That,  indeed, 
would  be  an  arduous,  an  almost  endless  task: 
and,  what  is  worse,  as  their  writings,  no  less 
than  the  inspired  writing's,  are  liable  to  dif- 
ferent interpretations,  we  should,  perhaps,  at 
the  end  of  our  labour,  find  ourselves  as  far 
from  certainty  of  doctrine,  as  are  at  the  pre- 
sent day  the  reformed  churches,  after  having 
vsought,  during  almost  three  centuries,  the  true 
doctrine  of  Christ  in  the  scriptures.  But  Ca- 
tholics are  persuaded  that  there  is  a  much 
shorter,  and  a  more  secure  way.  The  thirty- 
nine  articles  teach,  that  "  the  church  is  a  wit- 
ness and  a  keeper  of  the  written  word:"  Catho- 
lics believe  that  the  church  is  also  a  witness 
and  a  keeper  of  the  unwritten  word:  that  God 
has  appointed  her  to  transmit  both  to  suc- 

*  On  this  subject  I  would  direct  the  attention  of  the  Pro- 
testant reader  to  a  most  useful  and  laborious  compilation, 
under  the  title  of  "  The  Faith  of  Catholics  confirmed  by 
Scripture,  and  attested  by  the  Fathers  of  the  Five  first  Ages 
ol'the  Church.  London,  Booker,  1813.''  The  body  of  the 
work  will  supply  him  with  testimonies  from  the  more  ancient 
writers:  in  the  introduction  he  will  find  the  Catholic  doc. 
trine,  on  tradition  and  church  authority,  explained  with  a 
perspicuity  and  elegance  characteristic  of  its  author. 
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ceeding  generations;  and  that  from  her  doc- 
trine may  be  learned  both  the  one  and  the 
other.  This  I  am  aware  Dr.  Marsh  will  be 
disposed  to  deny.  He  may  perhaps  term  it  a 
petitio  principii.  But  it  is  sufficient,  in  this 
stage  of  the  controversy,  to  point  out  the  source 
from  which  the  Catholic  professes  to  receive 
the  doctrines  of  the  unwritten  word.  If  my 
learned  adversary  think  he  can  demonstrate 
that  it  is  not  the  source  appointed  by  Christ, 
he  is  at  liberty  to  make  the  attempt. 

I  have  now  arrived  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
fourth  chapter  of  the  "  Comparative  View," 
which  ought  to  have  shewn,  that  the  existence 
of  apostolical  traditions  is  imaginary,  that  the 
written  contains  the  whole  of  the  unwritten 
word,  and  that  the  scriptures,  exclusively  of 
tradition,  form  the  only  rule  of  Christian  doc- 
trine. Yet  what  is  the  sum  of  the  reasoning 
comprised  within  it?  Merely  this;  that  Bossuet 
has  taken  a  disputed  point  for  granted,  and 
has  misapplied  a  text  of  scripture:  that  tra- 
ditionary doctrine,  without  the  care  of  a  super- 
intending Providence,  is  liable  to  alteration, 
and  that  it  would  be  a  hopeless  undertaking 
to  collect  the  doctrines  of  the  apostles  from 
the  writings  of  former  ages.  Of  the  accuracy 
of  these  assertions,  and  of  their  bearing  on  the 
present  subject,  the  reader  has  been  enabled 
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to  judge  from  the  foregoing  reflexions :  and  I 
may  be  allowed  to  conclude  by  saying,  that,  if 
nothing  better  can  be  alledged  in  defence  of 
the  reformed,  or  in  opposition  to  the  Catholic 
rule  of  faith,  the  foundation  of  the  church  of 
England  must,  to  use  Dr.  Marsh's  expression,* 
be  formed  not  of  solid,  but  of  sandy  ma- 
terials. 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  2. 


CHAPTER  II. 

There  is  no  evidence  to  induce  a  belief  that  the  written 
word  was  meant  as  the  sole  rule  of  Christian  faith,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  unwritten  word. — The  scriptures  no 
where  describe  themselves  as  such. — The  commission  of 
the  apostles  was  not  to  write,  but  to  preach. — The  manner 
in  which  the  New  Testament  is  composed  of  occasional 
and  unconnected  tracts,  shews  that  it  was  not  designed 
by  the  apostles— nor  by  the  Spirit  of  God — to  be  the  only 
rule"  of  faith. 


JLHE  reader  will  have  observed,  from  the  pre- 
ceding chapter,  that  on  one  point  both  churches 
are  agreed.  They  both  acknowledge  that  the 
unwritten  word  was  the  original  rule  of  Chris- 
tianity. In  what  then  do  they  disagree  ?  In 
this :  the  church  of  England  teaches,  that  the 
whole  of  the  unwritten  was  recorded  in  the 
written  word,  and  that  the  scripture  from  that 
moment  became  the  only  rule  of  faith:  while 
the  church  of  Rome,  on  the  contrary,  maintains, 
that  the  unwritten  word  was  neither  wholly 
recorded  in  the  written  word,  nor  at  any  time 
deprived  of  its  authority.  It  is  obvious  that, 
on  this  point,  the  whole  controversy  respecting 
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tradition  turns.  If,  at  the  very  dawn  of  the 
Reformation,  Lnther  and  Melancthon  rejected 
tradition  as  a  rule  of  faith,  it  was  on  account 
of  their  "  conviction,  that  the  whole  of  God's 
word  was  contained  in  the  scripture."* 

Now,  on  this  very  interesting  question,  it  has 
pleased  Dr.  Marsh  to  assert  the  affirmative, 
but  without  adducing  any  one  argument  to 
support  it.  On  other  subjects  he  can  be  la- 
boriously, nay  tediously,  diffuse:  on  this, 
which  so  particularly  required  his  aid,  he  has 
been  most  vexatiously  silent.  It  is  much  to 
be  regretted.  I  should  have  been  happy  to 
know  what  so  learned  and  acute  an  advocate 
could  have  advanced  in  defence  of  a  doctrine, 
which  to  me  appears  incapable  of  defence: 
and  it  must  have  been  a  satisfaction  to  the  Pro- 
testant reader  to  be  convinced,  that  the  first 
principle  of  his  faith  has  not  been  assumed 
because  it  was  convenient,  but  has  been  ad- 
mitted because  it  was  true.  This,  however, 
has  been  denied  us  both ;  and  we  must  be  con- 
tent to  receive  the  assertion  on  the  authority  of 
Dr.  Marsh,  and  the  conviction  of  Luther  and 
Melancthon. 

Unable,  therefore,  to  combat  arguments, 
which  are  withheld  from  my  knowledge,  I  shall 
presume  to  offer  my  own  view  of  the  subject ; 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  G3. 
E  2 
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and  shall  atternpt  to  prove  the  two  following 
propositions: — 1st,  there  is  no  evidence  to  in- 
duce a  belief  that  the  scriptures  were  intended 
as  the  sole  rule  of  faith,  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  unwritten  word:  2nd,  there  is  sufficient 
evidence  to  induce  a  belief  of  the  contrary. 

I  am  aware  that,  to   the  orthodox  reader, 
these  opinions  may  appear  bold,  and  perhaps 
paradoxical.     From  his  infancy  he  has  in  all 
probability   been   taught,    that   the   scriptures 
contain  the  whole  doctrine  of  Christ  and  his 
apostles,  and  that  from  them  alone  he  is  to  de- 
rive the  articles  of  his  creed.     This  principle, 
it  must  be  confessed,  is  at  first  sight  very  spe- 
cious :  it  is  moreover  flattering  to  human  pride : 
and  it  has  been  so  often  echoed  and  re-echoed 
by  teachers  and  writers,  that  no  one  can  be 
surprised,  if  it  be  generally  admitted  without 
any  inquiry  into  the  evidence  on  which  it  may 
be   grounded.      But  when    we    consider    the 
alarming    consequences    which    have    flowed 
from  it;  when  we  see  it  become  the  prolific 
parent  of  discordant  creeds  ;  when  we  behold 
it  furnishing  alike   weapons  to   the  Unitarian 
and  Trinitarian,  to  the  Baptist  and  Anabaptist, 
to  the  church  of  England  and  to  the  kirk  of 
Scotland,  in  defence  of  their  distinctive  doc- 
trines ;    when   we   observe,   from   what    daily 
passes  around  us,  that  it  has  given  the  rein 
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to  every  species  of  fanaticism,  and  reduced  re- 
ligious belief  to  a  mere  matter  cf  opinion,  or 
rather  of  conjecture;  we  may  surely  be  allowed 
to  doubt,  whether  it  possess  a  just  title  to  that 
authority,  which  it  has  so  long  claimed  and 
exercised.  Can  the  only  rule  of  Christian  faith 
give  birth  to  contradictory  faiths?  Can  the 
path  appointed  to  guide  our  steps  to  the  truth, 
lead  the  sincere  inquirer  into  error?  I  cannot 
believe  it :  and  shall  therefore  solicit  the  atten- 
tion of  the  reader  to  the  follow  ing  reflections  : 

1st,  Let  us  suppose,  that  a  written  paper  is 
put  into  our  hands,  with  an  intimation  that  it 
is  an  authentic  instrument  of  immense  import- 
ance, and  containing  instructions  which  must 
be  implicitly  obeyed.     What  is  the  conduct, 
which  ordinary  prudence  would,  in  such  a  case, 
suggest?     If  it  be  not  in  our  power  to  procure 
access  to  those,  from  whom  the  paper  was  ori- 
ginally derived,  it  will  be  our  duty  to  discover, 
if  possible,  by  a  careful  examination  of  the 
contents,  whether  it  profess  to  be  such  a  docu- 
ment as  had  been  described.     Now  let  us  act 
in  a  similar  manner  with  respect  to  the  scrip- 
tures.    Dr.  Marsh  steps  forward  with  a  book 
in  his  hand,   which  he  pronounces  to  be  the 
only  rule  of  Christian  faith.     There  was  indeed, 
he  acknowledges,  an  unwritten  rule  before  it; 
but  that,  he  also  tells  us,   was  cancelled,  as 


30 

Kaon  as  this  book  was  written  to  be  substituted 
in  its  place.     Whence  however  he  derived  this* 
information,  lie  does  not  think  proper  t6  dis- 
close.     I  therefore  take  the  book,  I  read  it 
diligently  from  the  beginning  to  the  end ;  but 
am  unable  to  discover  in  any  part  of  it,  such 
pretensions  as  Dr.  Marsh  has  ascribed  to  it. 
No  where  does  it  profess  to  be  the  sole  rule  of 
Christianity:*  no  where  does  it  so  much  as  hint 
that  its  own  authority  is  to  supersede  the  au- 
thority of  the  unwritten  word.     If  Dr.  Marsh 
be  right  in  his  recommendation,  is  not  such  an 
omission  singular  and  inexplicable?     Can  we 
persuade  ourselves  that  the  spirit  of  God  would 
have  left  us  a  book,  which  is  to  be  the  only 
rule  of  our  belief,  and  yet  have  omitted  to  in- 
form us   of  the  circumstance?     Or   that  the 
inspired  writers  should  have  compiled  such  a 
code  of  doctrine,  without  once  intimating  to 
their  disciples  the  important  use  for  which  they 
intended  it?     Had  they  said:  "  You  have  hi- 
therto been  guided  by  oral  instruction  from  us ; 
but  we  must  shortly  descend  into  the  grave, 
and  an  unwritten   word  must  undergo  many 
material  alterations.     We  have  therefore  coin- 
composed  this  book  :    it  contains  the  whole  of 

*  Certainly  I  shall  not  be  referred,  as  sometimes  has  been 
done,  to  John  xx.  31,  2  Tim.  iii.  15—17,  and  similar  passages, 
vhicji  evidently  are  foreign  from  the  purpose. 
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our  doctrine;  and  we  bequeath  it  to  you  to 
be  the  only  rule  of  your  faith  after  our  depar- 
ture." Had  they  said  this,  or  any  thing  like 
this,  the  matter  would  have  been  clear.  It 
would  not  have  admitted  of  a  moment's  doubt. 
But  of  all  this,  not  the  faintest  trace  can  be  dis- 
covered in  any  of  their  writings.  In  the  ab- 
sence then  of  all  internal  evidence,  on  what 
ground  are  we  to  be  justified  in  adopting  Dr. 
Mar.sh's  doctrine?  Tradition  contradicts  it: 
scripture  is  silent.  It  cannot  then  be  derived 
from  the  word  of  God  :  and,  if  it  be  not,  it 
falsifies  itself.  For,  in  that  case,  it  erects  the 
whole  fabric  of  religion  on  the  authority  of 
man,  while  it  pretends,  at  the  same  time,  to 
reject  every  doctrine  which  is  not  founded  on 
the  authority  of  God. 

2d,  Our  blessed  Redeemer,  confined  his 
preaching  to  Jerusalem  and  the  neighbouring 
country:  his  apostles  he  appointed  to  be  "  wit- 
nesses unto  him  both  in  Jerusalem,  and  in  all 
Judea,  and  in  Samaria,  and  unto  the  uttermost 
part  of  the  earth."  Now,  among  their  more 
important  duties  in  this  situation,  a  Protestant 
must  rank  the  composition  of  the  scriptures 
of  the  New  Testament.  For  without  them,  he 
knows  that  the  testimony  of  the  apostles  would 
"  unavoidably  have  undergone  material  altera- 
tion," and  posterity  would  have  been  left 
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without  any  clue,  by  which  they  might  come 
to  the  discovery  of  the  truth.  In  the  com- 
mission therefore,  which  Christ  gave  to  his 
apostles,  we  may  rationally  expect  to  find  an 
injunction  to  write  the  New  Testament.  Un- 
fortunately it  is  a  commission  of  a  very  different 
nature :  a  commission  not  to  u-rite,  but  to 
preach.  "  Go  ye  into  all  the  world,  and  preach 
the  gospel  to  every  creature.  He  that  believeth 
and  is  baptized,  shall  be  saved;  but  he  that 
believeth  not,  shall  be  damned." — "  All  power 
is  given  unto  me  in  heaven  and  in  earth.  Go 
ye,  therefore,  and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing 
them,  &c.,  teaching  them  to  observe  all  things 
whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you;  and  lo,  I 
am  with  you  always  even  unto  the  end  of 
the  world."*  And  it  is  observable  that  they 
themselves,  whenever  they  speak  of  this  com- 
mission, understand  it  not  of  writing,  but  of 
preaching.  "  They  went  forth,"  adds  St.  Mark, 
"  and  preached  every  where."  "  He  com- 
manded us  to  preach"  says  St.  Peter.  "  The 
gospel,  which  ye  have  heard,  and  which  has 
been  preached  to  every  creature  which  is  under 
heaven,"  observes  St.  Paul,  plainly  alluding  to 
the  original  words  of  our  divine  Saviour,  f  Of  a 
commission  to  write  a  rule  of  faith,  they  never 

*  Mark,  xvi.  14, 15.     Matt,  xxviii.  19,  20. 
t  Mark,  xvi.  20.     Acts,  x*.  42.     Col.  i.  28. 
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make  any  mention.     In  like  manner,  when  St. 
Paul  refers  to  the  commission  which  he  re- 
ceived individually  from  Christ,  he  also   de- 
scribes it  as  a  commission  to  preach.     He  says, 
that  "  he  was  sent  to  preach;  that  preaching 
was   committed    unto    him    according   to   the 
commandment  of  God ;  that  he  was  ordained  a 
preacher,  an  apostle,  and  a  teacher  of  the  gen- 
tiles."*    Of  any  commission  to  icrite,  he  also 
appears  ignorant.      Thus    we   have   the  com- 
mission given  to  the  apostles  to  preach,  and 
their  own  testimony  that  they  understood  it  of 
preaching:  wre  meet  with  no  commission  given 
them  to  write  a  rule  of  faith,  nor  do  they  ever 
make  mention  of  any.     What  is  more  extraor- 
dinary,  even  when  they  give  instructions   to 
their  fellow  labourers,  and  intended  successors 
in  the  ministry,  when  they  point  out  the  means 
by  which  the  knowledge  of  Christianity  is  to 
be  perpetuated  after  their  deaths,  they  are  still 
silent  on  the  subject  of  this  only  rule  of  faith  ; 
they   talk   not  of  bible-societies,   or  of  bible- 
distributors  ;  they  appear  to  know  of  no  other 
vehicle  than  oral  tradition.     "  Hold  fast,"  says 
St.  Paul  to  his  disciple  Timothy,  "  the  form 
of  sound  words  which  thou  hast  heard  of  me — 
and  the  things  which  thou  hast  heard  of  me 
among  many  witnesses,  the  same  commit  thou 

*  1  Cor.  i.  17.     1  Tim.  ii.  7.     Tit.  i.  3, 
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to  faithful  men,  who  shall  be  able  to  teach 
others  also."*  To  me  all  this  appears,  on 
Protestant  principles,  perfectly  inexplicable. 
What  can  be  the  reason  that  the  scripture 
should  withhold  from  the  scriptural  religionist 
all  information  on  this  most  interesting  subject, 
the  foundation  of  his  faith  here,  and  of  his 
hopes  hereafter  ?  Christ  gives  a  commission  to 
his  apostles,  but  says  nothing  of  writing  a 
rule  of  faith :  the  apostles  often  speak  of  this 
commission,  but  they  also  are  silent  respecting 
a  written  rule  of  faith:  eight  individuals  are  at 
last  supposed  to  combine  their  labours,  and 
write  this  rule;  and  yet  not  one  of  them  ever 
thinks  of  hinting  that  the  work,  which  they  are 
compiling,  is  the  rule  of  faith.  Shall  we  at- 
tribute their  silence  to  forgetfulness  or  over- 
sight? But  they  were  under  the  superintend- 
ing influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  A  Catholic 
alone  can  solve  the  difficulty,  and  he  will  tell 
you,  that  they  never  mentioned  a  written  rule 
of  faith,  because  they  did  not  know  of  any. 

3d,  When  the  founders  of  the  modern 
church  of  England  undertook  to  compose  a 
rule  of  faith,  they  consulted  together ;  they  de- 
termined what  points  of  doctrine  should  be 
deemed  orthodox ;  they  arranged  them  under 
thirty-nine  distinct  heads  ;  and  published  them 

*  2  Tim.  i,  13,  ii.  2. 
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to  the  world  in  concise  and  perspicuous  lan- 
guage. In  all  this  they  acted  as  sensible  men 
should  act.  Their  work  was  demonstrative  of 
their  object:  the  nature  of  the  matter,  and 
the  order  of  its  arrangement,  shewed  that  it 
was  designed  to  be  a  system  of  religious  doc- 
trine. But  if,  instead  of  the  thirty-nine  arti- 
cles, they  had  given  us  four  imperfect  narra- 
tives of  the  origin  of  the  Reformation,  with  an 
appendix,  containing  a  few  epistles  of  Luther, 
Melancthon,  and  Peter  Martyr,  would  it  ever 
have  entered  into  the  mind  of  any  man  to  con- 
sider such  a  compilation  as  a  rule  of  faith? 
Yet,  would  not  this  have  been  a  counterpart  of 
the  New  Testament,  as  far  as  the  writings  of 
uninspired  individuals  may  be  compared  with 
those  of  the  apostles  ?  In  the  latter  we  meet 
with  no  distinct  plan,  no  appearance  of  concert 
between  the  writers,  no  division  of  the  subject, 
no  code  of  doctrinal  articles  either  in  any  one 
particular  book,  or  in  the  whole  collection; 
we  find  only  four  short  and  unconnected  nar- 
ratives of  our  Saviour's  life,  a  history  of  the 
first  publication  of  the  gospel,  and  a  few 
epistles  by  five  of  the  apostles.  Is  there  any 
thing  in  such  a  work,  to  persuade  us  that  it 
was  composed  to  be  the  only  rule  of  our 
faith  ? 

The  New  Testament  (it  is  to  it  that  Dr. 

F2 
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Marsh  confines  his  remarks)  may  be  divided 
into  three  parts.  The  first  consists  of  the  four 
gospels.  But  it  should  be  observed,  that  if 
two  of  these  were  written  by  the  apostles,  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  John,  two  also  were  written 
by  men,  who  could  have  received  no  commis- 
sion from  Christ,  as  they  were  not  converted 
till  after  his  ascension  into  heaven.  On  what 
ground  then  these  two  gospels  have  been  ad- 
mitted into  the  rule  of  faith  by  those  who  reject 
tradition,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive.  Sup- 
posing, however,  that  all  four  were  written  un- 
der the  guidance  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  how  are 
we  to  satisfy  ourselves  that  in  them  is  recorded 
the  whole  of  our  Saviour's  doctrine?  Dr.  Marsh 
asserts  the  fact  ;*  but  it  is  much  easier  to  as- 
sert, than  to  prove.  The  information  cannot 
be  derived  from  the  books  themselves,  which 
make  no  such  professions;  and,  if  it  be  derived 
from  any  other  source,  it  is  on  that  very  ac- 
count undeserving  of  credit. 

Of  the  manner  in  which  the  three  first  gos- 
pels were  composed,  Dr.  Marsh  tells  the  fol- 
lowing very  ingenious,  but  at  the  same  time 
very  singular  story:  that  there  existed  two  ori- 
ginal documents,  written  by  somebody,  and 
approved  by  the  apostles :  that  of  these  one 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  63. 
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was  a  narrative  of  the  actions  of  our  Saviour, 
the  other  a  collection  of  his  precepts,  parables, 
and  discourses:  that  as  copies  of  the  first  were 
multiplied,  persons  inserted  in  them  such  ad- 
ditional information  as  they  acquired,  which 
additions  were  either  accounts  of  facts  not  be- 
fore recorded,  or  of  circumstances  regarding 
facts  before  accorded :  that  the  three  evange- 
lists used  three  different  copies  of  this  docu- 
ment, which,  with  respect  to  the  additions, 
partly  agreed  and  partly  disagreed:  that  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Luke  each  possessed  a  copy, 
but  St.  Mark  did  not  possess  a  copy,  of  the 
second  document:  and  that  from  these  sources, 
with  the  accession  of  such  information  as  they 
had  gleaned  by  their  own  industry,  they  com- 
posed their  respective  gospels.*  With  the 
truth  of  this  hypothesis,  I  have  no  concern ; 
but  I  will  confidently  appeal  to  the  reader, 
whether  it  is  probable,  that  tracts  compiled 
in  this  manner,  can  form  a  full  and  perfect 
record  of  the  doctrine  delivered  by  our  Sa- 
viour. Indeed,  it  is  certain,  from  St.  John's 
gospel,  that  they  do  not ;  for  that  gospel  con- 

*  Marsh's  Origin  of  the  Three  First  Gospels,  p.  194 — 
210.  As  the  reader  would  not  have  understood  Dr.  Marsh's 
system  of  notation,  I  have  been  compelled  to  explain  his 
meaning  in  my  own  words.  I  trust  I  have  represented  it 
fairly. 
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tains  much  original  and  important  informa- 
tion, which  is  not  to  be  found  in  them. — 
Perhaps,  then,  the  work  of  St.  John  may  sup- 
ply the  deficiency?  The  apostle  himself  warns 
us  against  such  an  inference :  "  And  many 
other  signs  truly  did  Je^us,  which  are  not 
written  in  this  book." — "  And  there  are  also 
many  other  things  which  Jesus  did,  the  which, 
if  they  should  be  written,  every  one,  I  sup 
pose  that  even  the  world  itself  could  not  con- 
tain the  books  that  should  be  written."* 

The  next  portion  of  the  New  Testament,  is 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  This  tract  relates 
the  manner  in  which  the  gospel  was  first 
preached,  and  the  conversion  and  subsequent 
lab.ours  of  St.  Paul.  Incidentally,  it  mentions 
some  points  of  doctrine;  but,  to  attempt  to 
prove  that  it  is  not  a  rule  of  faith,  would  be  to 
exhaust  the  patience,  and  insult  the  judgment, 
of  the  reader. 

The  last  part  comprises  the  epistles,  with 
the  Book  of  Revelations,  and  is  declared  by 
Dr.  Marsh  to  be  a  full  and  faithful  record  of 
the  whole  doctrine  of  the  apostles.f  But,  does 
the  collection  itself  profess  to  be  such  a  re- 
cord? It  neither  asserts  it,  nor  exhibits  the 
most  distant  appearance  of  it.  By  whom  Were 

*  John,  xx.  30.  xxi.  25. 

t  Comparative  View,  p.  62,  63. 
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the  epistles  written?     Not  by  the  whole  col- 
lege of  the  apostles.     Seven  of  the  number, 
either  never  wrote  at  all,  or  the  parts  of  the 
rule  of  faith  which  they  composed,  perished 
long  ago.     The  epistles  were  written  by  St. 
Paul,  St.  James,  St.  Peter,  St.  John,  and  St. 
Jude.     But  it  does  not  appear  that  these  five 
wrote  in  virtue  of  any  commission  from  the 
whole  body,  or  in  consequence  of  any  agree- 
ment  among  themselves,   or  in  pursuance  of 
any  general   plan.      When  were   the  epistles 
written  ?     Not  about  the  same  time,  but  at  dif- 
ferent periods  during  the  long  lapse  of  almost 
fifty  years.     The  First  Epistle  to  the  Thessa- 
lonians  is  supposed  to  have  been  written  in  the 
year  49;  the  Epistles  of  St.  John  about  the 
year  97.*     To  whom  are  the  epistles  written? 
To  a  great  variety  of  persons,  scattered  over 
the  face  of  the  civilized  world,  professing,  in- 
deed, the  same  religion,  but  probably  ignorant 
of  the  conversion,  or  even  the  existence  of  each 
other.     Four  are  addressed  to  Christians   in 
general,  six  to  private  individuals,  one  to  the 
converts  in  Italy,  and  one  to  those  in  Palestine; 
two  to  Grecians,  three  to  Macedonians,  one  to 
all  the  churches  of  Asia  Minor,  three  to  the 
particular  churches  of  Phrygia,  Ionia,  and  Ga- 

*  Cave,  in  Paulo  et  Joanne. 
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latia ;  and  the  Book  of  Revelations  to  the  se- 
ven churches  of  Ephesus,  Smyrna,  Pergamus, 
Thyatira,  Sardis,  Philadelphia,  and  Laodicea. 
On   what  subjects   were  the  epistles  written  ? 
Not  on  such  as  we  might  naturally  expect  in 
a  code  of  religious  doctrine,  but  on  such  as  the 
passing  events  of  the  day  offered  to  the  writers. 
Thus  a  convert   at  Corinth  had  married  the 
widow  of  his  father.     St.  Paul  writes  an  epistle 
for  the  correction  of  this,  and  of  other  abuses. 
One  of  his  disciples  had  been  left  in  Crete,  to 
regulate  the  infant  church  of  that  island.     The 
apostle  gives  him  directions  for  his  conduct. 
A  fugitive  slave   had  received  baptism.      St. 
Paul  sends  him  back  to  his  master,  with  a  let- 
ter soliciting  his  pardon.     St.  John  had  heard 
of  the  faith   and   hospitality   of  Gains.       He 
writes  to  him  a  congratulatory  epistle.     False 
teachers  had  endeavoured  to  seduce  the  con- 
verts.    St.  Jude  warns  them  of  their  danger, 
and  exhorts  them  to  persevere  in  the  doctrine, 
which  they  had  originally  received.     The  same 
may  be  said  of  all  the  other   epistles :    they 
were  occasional  tracts  called  for  by  accidental 
occurrences.     Let  the  reader  only  consider  the 
want  of  concert  among  the  writers,  the  differ- 
ent times   at  which  they  wrote,   the  different 
persons  to  whom  they  addressed  their  letters, 
and   the   different    subjects   which   employed 
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their  pens,  and  he  will  be  convinced  that,  if 
the  apostles  really  intended  to  leave  a  rule  of 
faith  for  the  instruction  of  their  disciples  and 
posterity,  they  pursued  for  this  purpose,  a  me- 
thod the  most  confused  and  extraordinary  that 
ever  entered  into  the  mind  of  man.  In  my 
judgment,  the  only  rational  conclusion  which 
can  be  drawn  from  the  premises,  is  this  :  that 
several  letters  and  tracts  on  religious  subjects 
had  been  occasionally  written  by  some  of  the 
apostles,  and  one  or  two  of  their  immediate 
disciples;  that  after  their  deaths,  such  of  these 
as  had  not  perished,  were  collected  into  one 
body  by  the  piety  of  the  primitive  Christians ; 
and  that  the  collection  thus  made  has  been 
transmitted  to  us  from  generation  to  generation, 
under  the  name  of  the  New  Testament. 

4th.  The  divines,  who  so  fiercely  contend  in 
support  of  this  fundamental  principle  of  Pro- 
testantism, have  necessarily  to  make  their 
choice  between  the  two  following  suppositions. 
If  the  scriptures  of  the  New  Testament  are  the 
rule  of  Christian  faith,  they  must  have  been  in- 
tended as  such,  either  by  the  writers  them- 
selves, or  by  the  spirit  of  God,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  writers.  Otherwise  you 
erect  them  into  a  rule  of  faith  by  mere  human 
invention,  and  thereby  deprive  them  of  divine 
authority.  That  the  first  of  these  two  suppo- 
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sitions  cannot  be  admitted,  appears  to  me  most 
evident,  from  the  foregoing  observations :  the 
second,  in  my  opinion,  is  liable  to  equal,  if 
not  to  more  formidable,  objections. 

1st.  That  the  second  supposition  is  in  itself 
possible,  will  not  be  denied.  Men  are  fre- 
quently unconscious  instruments  in  the  hands 
of  the  Almighty ;  and  the  pens  of  the  apostles 
might  have  been  so  guided  by  a  superintending 
Providence,  that  the  result  of  their  labours 
should  have  proved  a  complete  rule  of  faith, 
though  no  such  design  had  ever  been  enter- 
tained by  the  writers  themselves.  But,  in  that 
case,  would  not  the  scriptures  have  assumed 
a  very  different  appearance  from  that  which 
they  now  exhibit?  Would  they  not,  like  the 
different  codes  of  doctrine  published  by  the  re- 
formed churches,  have  presented  to  the  reader 
a  full,  clear,  and  succinct  statement  of  the  faith 
and  practice,  required  of  those  for  whose  use 
they  were  written  ?  But,  as  they  are,  they  do 
quite  the  reverse.  It  is  in  vain  that  you  look 
into  them  for  such  a  statement:  the  articles  of 
doctrine  are  scattered  here  and  there,  without 
any  attention  to  order:  their  meaning  is  fre- 
quently hidden  under  the  obscurity  of  the  lan- 
guage: the  advance  of  the  sincere  inquirer  is 
repeatedly  arrested  by  apparent  contradic- 
tions: and  it  seldom  happens,  that  any  two 
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readers,  after  a  patient  and  impartial  investi- 
gation, agree  in  the  same  decision.  To  me  it 
appears,  that  of  all  the  possible  forms  under 
which  a  rule  of  faith  could  have  been  publish- 
ed to  mankind,  the  New  Testament  is,  as  such, 
the  most  incongruous  and  confused.  It  is 
what  no  sensible  man  would  ever  have  adopt- 
ed :  and  certainly  we  ought  not  to  attribute  to 
the  wisdom  of  God,  that  which  we  judge  un- 
worthy the  wisdom  of  man.  Not  that  I  mean 
to  speak  disrespectfully  of  the  sacred  writings. 
I  revere  each  book,  individually,  as  the  word 
of  God.  It  is  only  when  I  consider  them  as 
forming  a  complete  record  of  Christian  doc- 
trine, the  sole  rule  of  Christian  faith  in  the  re- 
formed hypothesis,  that  [  presume  to  censure; 
because  that  hypothesis  appears  to  me  to  de- 
grade them  below  works  that  are  confessedly 
of  human  origin,  below  the  thirty-nine  articles 
of  the  church  of  England,  the  confessions  of 
llic  church  of  Scotland,  and  the  numerous  sys- 
tems of  belief  with  which  the  Reformation  has 
enlightened  and  perplexed  mankind. 

*2d.  To  build  your  faith  on  the  scripture 
alone,  with  security  to  your  own  conscience, 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  suppose,  you  must  prove 
that  it  was  intended  by  the  Spirit  of  God  to 
])<•  your  only  guide.  Now  this  is  impossible. 
The  intentions  of  the  Almighty  can  be  known 
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to  us  through  uo  other  medium  than  revela- 
tion, and  on  this  subject  revelation  has  been 
silent. 

3d.  The  scriptures  bear  testimony,  on  the 
very  face  of  them,  that  the  supposition  is  un- 
founded.    God  does  not  will  or  design  in  vain. 
If  he  had  intended  them  to  be  the  rule  of  our 
belief,  he  would  have  formed  them  so,   that 
they  might  act  as  such  a  rule.     But  the  very 
reverse  is  the  case.     Doctrinal  points  of  the 
first  importance  are  often  expressed,  by  the 
scriptural  writers,  in  ambiguous  terms :  state- 
ments, apparently   contradictory,  perplex   the 
understanding  of  the  reader;   and  we  are  ulti- 
mately compelled  to  rest  on  the  conjectures  of 
our  own  judgment,  rather  than  on  the  decision 
of  our   rule.     Can    there,  for   example,  be   a 
question  more  essential  to  religion  than  this — 
Is  Christ  true  God,  equal  to   his  Father,  or 
not?     Interrogate  your  rule  of  faith,  and  it  will 
supply  you  with  arguments  in  support  of  ei- 
ther the  affirmative  or   the  negative.     If  the 
Trinitarian  produce  the   passages  which   de- 
pose in  favour  of  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour, 
the  Unitarian  will  oppose  the  number  of  texts, 
which  appear  to  make  him  a  mere  creature. 
If  Christ  himself  has  said,  "  I  and  my  Father 
are  one,"   he  has  also  said,  "The  Father  is 
greater  than  I."     That  one  of  these  two  pas- 
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sages  is  to  be  expounded  by  the  other,  is  evi- 
dent. But  which  ought  to  have  been  the  pre- 
ference? Your  rule,  when  it  is  put  to  the  test, 
appears  no  longer  to  be  a  rule.  It  does  not, 
it  cannot,  decide.  You  are,  at  last,  compelled 
to  determine  yourself:  but  then  it  is  not  the 
scripture  which  is  a  rule  to  you,  but  you  who 
are  a  rule  to  the  scriptures.  Thus  again  St. 
Paul  teaches,  that  "  man  is  not  justified  by  the 
works  of  the  law,  but  by  the  faith  of  Jesus 
Christ :"  while  St.  James  teaches,  that  "  by 
works  a  man  is  justified,  and  not  by  faith 
only."  How  will  you  reconcile  these  two  pas- 
sages? Will  you  adopt  the  words  of  St.  Paul, 
and  endeavour  to  explain  away  those  of  St. 
James  ?  Or  will  you  prefer  those  of  St.  James, 
and  endeavour  to  adapt  to  them  those  of  St. 
Paul?  In  either  case  your  rule  is  deficient. 
The  true  rule  which  you  follow,  is  your  own 
judgment,  or  rather  conjecture.*  I  shall  con- 

*  As  justification  by  faith  is  "a  distinguishing  feature  of 
Protestantism,"  it  is  rather  extraordinary,  that  its  professors, 
afteV  studying  the  only  rule  of  faith  for  centuries,  have  not 
^('^  determined  what  is  really  meant  by  it.  Dr.  Marsh  com- 
plains of  the  "  numerous  inconsistencies  and  contradictions 
in  which  it  has,  within  these  few  years,  been  involved:"  and 
shews,  that  the  explanations  which  have  been  given  of  it 
leave  hardly  the  shadow  of  a  difference  between  the  doctrine 
of  Protestants  and  that  of  the  church  of  Rome,  (p.  51,  5*2). 
What  then  does  he  consider  as  sound  Protestant  doctrine] 
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tent  myself  with  these  two  instances :  the 
reader's  memory  will  supply  him  with  others. 
Were  a  human  legislature  to  enact  a  law,  con- 
taining provisions  contradictory  to  each  other, 
or  so  ambiguous  as  to  create  doubts  of  their 
real  meaning,  this  want  of  precision,  or  of  skill, 
would  be  severely  condemned,  and  a  remedy 
would  be  speedily  applied.  Such  things,  in- 
deed, have  happened.  But  human  legislators 
are  fallible,  and,  of  course,  liable  to  mistakes. 
God  is  infallible ;  he  could  not  make  a  falla- 
cious or  defective  rule.  If  then  the  scripture 


That  the  faith,  which  justifies,  is  not  a  lively  faith,  or  faith 
productive  of  good  works  ;  because  good  works  cannot  exist 
till  after  justification.  Now,  according  to  St.  James,  (ii.  2G), 
"as  the  body  without  the  spirit  is  dead,  so  faith  without 
works  is  dead  also."  Are  we  to  believe  then,  that  a  dead  faith 
can  give  life  to  the  soul?  All  that  is  required,  according  to 
Dr.  Marsh,  is  Ce  repentance^  by  which  we  forsake  sin,  and 
faith,  whereby  we  stedfastly  believe  the  promises  of  God. 
On  forsaking  sin,  therefore,  we  are  justified  by  faith,  even 
before  it  is  a  lively  faith,"  (p.  53).  Now,  to  forsake  sin,  is, 
I  presume,  (for  Protestant  justiiication  is  a  mystery  I  never 
could  satisfactorily  comprehend)  not  a  mere  negation,  the 
omission  of  sinful  action  through  inability,  but  a  fixed  reso- 
lution to  avoid  it.  Such  a  resolution,  however,  is  a  positive 
act  of  the  mind,  and,  if  formed  on  proper  motives,  is  as 
much  a  good  work,  in  my  opinion,  as  any  act  of  the  mind  can 
be,  after  justifying  faith  has  become,  in  Dr.  Marsh's  princi- 
ples, a  lively  faith. 
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be  of  this  description,  what  conclusion  can  we 
draw,  but  that  it  never  was  intended  to  serve 
as  a  rule?  The  source  of  doubt  and  perplex- 
ity is  not  in  it;  but  in  those,  who,  without  suf- 
ficient grounds,  have,  of  their  own  private 
authority,  pronounced  it  to  be  the  sole  rule  of 
Christian  faith. 


43 


CHAPTER   III. 

The  Scriptures  do  not  contain  the  whole  of  the  unwritten 
\Vord.-The  Observation  of  the  Sunday.— The  Validity  of 
Infant-Baptism. — The  Canon  of  the  Scriptures. — Their 
Inspiration  cannot  be  proved  in  Dr.  Marsh's  Supposition. 
— Conclusion. 


JLHE  man,  who  makes  it  his  study  to  inves- 
tigate the  revolutions  of  human  opinion,  will 
often  be  astonished  to  observe  on  how  slender 
a  foundation  the  most  accredited  systems  have 
been  raised.  The  whole  fabric  of  the  Reform- 
ation reposes  on  this  one  principle,  that  the 
scriptures  are  the  only  rule  of  Christian  faith. 
Yet,  what  is  this  principle?  The  mere  dictum 
of  Luther  and  Melancthon.  I  have  already 
shewn,  that  it  has  been  assumed  rather  than 
proved,  and  that  appearances,  instead  of  being 
in  its  favour,  depose  most  forcibly  against  it. 
I  shall  now  proceed  .to  adduce  arguments, 
which,  in  my  judgment  af  least,  positively  de- 
monstrate it  to  be  false. 

One  thing  must  be  admitted  on  both  sides, 
that  if  the  apostles  have  left  us  an  only  rule  of 
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faith,  that  rule  will  contain  the  whole  doctrine 
and  practice  of  Christianity.  They  were  en- 
joined in  the  commission,  which  they  received 
from  their  heavenly  master,  "  to  teach  all  na- 
tions an  things  ivhatsoever  he  had  commanded 
them."  This,  indeed,  is  so  evident,  that  Dr. 
Marsh  himself  repeatedly  maintains,  that  the 
wnole  doctrine  of  Christ  and  his  apostles  has 
been  recorded  in  the  scriptures  of  the  New 
Testament.  The  Catholic,  on  the  contrary, 
will  assert,  that  the  whole  doctrine  of  Christ 
and  his  apostles  has  not  been  recorded  in  the 
srnptures  of  the  New  Testament:  and,  in 
proof  of  his  assertion,  he  will  appeal  to  the 
creed  and  practice  of  the  church  of  England, 
which  in  many  instances,  where  the  scripture 
is  deficient,  has  been  compelled  to  have  re- 
course to  the  authority  of  tradition.  I  shall 
confine  myself  to  those  instances,  which  have 
been  furnished  by  Dr.  Marsh. 

The  first  regards  the  observance  of  the 
Sunday.  In  the  decalogue,  we  are  command- 
ed to  keep  holy  the  sabbath  day,  which,  I 
need  not  remind  my  readers,  was  the  Satur- 
day, or  last  day  of  the  week.  Now  the 
church  of  England  commands  us  to  keep 
holy,  not  the  Saturday,  but  the  Sunday.  That 
day,  which  God  enjoins  us  to  sanctify,  she 
authorizes  us  to  profane :  and  a  day  which  he 
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allotted  to  profane  employments,  she  orders 
us  to  devote  to  the  divine  worship.  May  I 
ask,  on  what  authority  she  thus  presumes  to 
set  aside  the  ordinance  of  God,  and  to  act  in 
direct  defiance  of  the  command  in  the  scrip- 
ture? I  shall  be  told  that  the  obligation  was 
transferred,  from  one  day  to  the  other,  by  the 
authority  of  the  apostles.  So  I  have  before 
learned  from  tradition.  But  tradition  will  not 
suit  your  purpose.  If  it  be  an  ordinance  of 
the  apostles,  it  must  be  recorded  in  the  scrip- 
tures; or,  if  it  be  not  recorded  there,  you 
must  admit  that  the  whole  of  their  doctrine 
was  not  recorded  in  the  scriptures. 

Dr.  Marsh  has  made  a  feeble  attempt  to 
discover  the  origin  of  this  ordinance  in  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  the  Epistles  of  St. 
Paul.  "It  is  evident,"  he  observes,  "  from 
Acts  xx.  7,  and  1  Cor.  xvi.  1,  2,  that  the  prac- 
tice of  the  primitive  Christians,  to  assemble 
for  the  purpose  of  worship  on  the  first  day 
of  the  week,  in  commemoration  of  Christ's 
resurrection,  had  the  sanction  of  St.  Paul 
himself.  And,  since  this  is  recorded  in  the 
written  word,  what  necessity  is  there  for  an 
appeal  to  the  unwritten  word."*  Now,  reader, 
examine  these  two  important  passages,  and. 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  142. 
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learn,  how  loosely  the  most  acute  logicians 
are  compelled  to  reason,  when  they  attempt  to 
draw  the  whole  of  their  religion  from  the 
scriptures  alone.  From  both  passages  Dr. 
Marsh  infers,  that  it  was  "  the  practice  of  the 
primitive  Christians  to  assemble  for  the  pur- 
pose of  religious  worship,  -on  the  first  day  of 
the  week,  in  commemoration  of  Christ's  resur- 
rection." Unfortunately,  however,  that  prac- 
tice, which  is  so  clear  to  him,  is  perfectly  in- 
visible to  me.  All  that  I  have  been  able  to 
learn  from  Acts  xx.  7,  is,  that  St.  Paul  came 
to  Troas  ;  that  he  remained  there  seven  days  ; 
that  on  the  first  day  of  the  week,  "  the  dis- 
ciples having  been  assembled  to  break  bread,"* 
(probably  in  the  evening,)  he  preached  to  them 
till  the  next  morning;  that  then  he  broke 
bread,  and  departed.  Is  there  here  any  men- 
tion of  "  a  practice  of  assembling  on  the  first 
day  of  the  week,  for  the  purpose  of  religious 
worship,  in  commemoration  of  Christ's  resur- 
rection?" No:  mention  is  only  made  of  one 
meeting,  and  whether  that  was  held  to  com- 


*  Ev  5«  TH  /u.;a  Tiav  <7a 

aprov.  I  venture  to  quote  the  original,  because  the  English 
authorized  translation  seems  to  hint,  rather  remotely  indeed, 
that  they  were  accustomed  to  assemble  on  that  day  :  "  On 
the  first  day  of  the  week,  when  the  disciples  came  together 
to  break  bread" 
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memorate  Christ's  resurrection,  or  to  receive 
the  instructions  of  St.  Paul  on  ihe  eve  of  his 
departure,  we  are  ignorant.  The  latter  is  in 
itself  as  probable  as  the  former :  and  no  in- 
ference can  thence  be  drawn  of  the  obligation 
of  observing  the  Sunday.  The  second,  passage 
is  still  less  to  the  purpose.  "  Now,  concern- 
ing the  collection  for  the  Saints,"  writes  the 
apostle  to  the  Corinthians,  "  as  I  have  given 
order  to  the  churches  of  Galatia,  even  so  do 
ye.  Upon  the  first  day  of  the  week,  let  every 
one  of  you  lay  by  him  in  store,  as  God  has 
prospered  him,  that  there  be  no  gatherings, 
when  I  come."  How  can  these  words  prove 
the  practice  of  assembling  for  religious  wor- 
ship on  Sunday  ?  Certainly  it  will  not  be 
pretended,  that  to  put  by  weekly  alms  in 
private,  and  to  assemble  for  the  purpose  of 
religious  worship  in  public,  are  one  and  the 
same  thing. 

I  may  also  observe,  that  Dr.  Marsh,  on  this 
occasion  does  not  attempt  to  meet  more  than 
one  half  of  the  difficulty.  The  commandment 
says,  "  Six  days  shalt  thou  labour,  and  do  all 
that  thou  hast  to  do :  but  the  seventh  day  is 
the  sabbath  of  the  Lord  thy  God.  In  it  thou 
shalt  do  no  manner  of  work,  &c."  The  church 
of  England  says :  "  On  the  seventh  day,  as 
well  as  the  five  preceding  days,  thou  shalt  la- 
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bour  and  do  all  that  tliou  hast  to  do :  but  on 
the  Jirst  day  thon  shalt  do  no  manner  of 
work."  For  this  direct  violation  of  the  com- 
mand of  God,  is  there,  or  is  there  not,  any 
warrant  in  the  scripture?  If  there  be,  let  it  be 
produced.  If  there  be  not,  as  there  is  not, 
tli  n  let  it  be  acknowledged,  that  the  scripture 
does  not  contain  the  whole  doctrine  of  the 
apostles,  but  that  besides  the  written,  must 
also  be  admitted  the  unwritten,  word. 

The  second  instance  which  has  been  fur- 
nished by  Dr.  Marsh,  is  th.it  of  infant  baptism. 
The  church  of  England,  in  her  articles  and 
book  of  Common  Prayer,  teaches  that  baptism 
is  a  sacrament,  the  effects  of  which  are,  "  a 
spiritual  regeneration  to  the  remission  of  sin, 
an  adoption  among  the  children  of  God,  and  an 
ingrafting  into  the  body  of  Christ's  church.''* 
That  Christ  instituted  baptism,  there  is  suf- 
ficient evidence  in  the  New  Testament :  whe- 
ther he  instituted  it  for  infants  as  well  as 
adults,  is  a  question  which  has  given  rise  to  a 
long  and  animated  controversy.  The  church 
of  England  orders  all  children  to  be  baptized, 
unless  there  be  good  reason  for  the  contrary, 
on  the  first  or  second  Sunday  next  after  their 

*  Vide  the  Ministration  of  Public  and  Private  Baptism, 
and  Art.  27. 
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birth :  she  does  not  order  them  to  be  re-bap- 
tized after  they  are  grown  up.  Of  course  then 
she  teaches  the  validity  of  infant  baptism  :  for, 
according*  to  the  article,  those  who  are  grafted 
into  the  church,  and  adopted  to  be  children  of 
God,  are  such  as  "  receive  baptism  rightly."* 
But  where  did  she  learn  this  doctrine  ?  Cer- 
tainly not  from  the  scriptures:  for  it  is  not 
recorded  in  the  scriptures.  It  could  only  be 
from  tradition. 

"  But  our  twenty-seventh  article,"  observes 
Dr.  Marsh,  "  is  so  far  from  resting  the  prac- 
tice of  infant  baptism  on  the  authority  of 
tradition,  that  it  places  that  practice  on  a  to- 
tally different  footing.  The  baptism  of  young 
children,  says  the  article,  is  in  any  wise  to  be 
retained  in  the  church,  as  most  agreeable  to 
the  institution  of  Christ."t  This  ought  not  to 
excite  surprise.  It  would,  indeed,  have  been 
an  extraordinary  oversight  in  the  founders  of 
the  modern  church  of  England,  if,  after  they 
had  rejected  tradition  in  their  sixth  article, 
they  had  appealed  to  its  authority  in  the 
twenty-seventh.  But  men  do  not  always  act 
up  to  their  professions.  It  may  at  times  be 
convenient  to  say  one  thing,  and  to  do  another. 
They  had  agreed  to  retain  infant  baptism:  it 

*  Art.  27.  t  Comparative  View,  p.  143. 
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was  therefore  necessary  to  rest  it  on  some 
ground.  On  scripture  they  could  not:  for  it 
is  not  taught  in  scripture.  On  tradition  they 
dared  not :  for  tradition  they  had  already  re- 
jected. The  best  expedient  which  remained, 
was  to  rest  it  on  its  agreement  with  the  insti- 

& 

tution  of  Christ.  But  what  is  meant  by  this 
agreement?  I  regret  that  Dr.  Marsh  thought 
it  foreign  to  the  subject  to  explain  it  :*  to  me 
such  an  explanation  appears  absolutely  ne- 
cessary. Does  it  mean  that  Christ  really  in- 
stituted infant  baptism?  Then  they  must 
have  learned  it  from  tradition.  Does  it  mean, 
that  after  considering  the  subject  attentively, 
they  think  it  most  probable  that  Christ  in- 
tended children  to  be  baptized?  Then  they 
acknowledge  that  a  very  important  part  of  the 
doctrine  of  Christ  has  been  left  unrecorded 
in  scripture.  Indeed,  on  this  question  the 
framers  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  found  them- 
selves placed  in  a  very  perplexing  situation. 
It  is,  as  they  had  taught,  by  baptism,  that 
fk  men  are  ingrafted  into  the  church  of  Christ/' 
Now  both  they  themselves,  and  the  members 
of  that  church  which  they  represented,  had 
bi't-n  baptized  ill  their  childhood.  To  permit 
th»in  any  doubt  to  be  cast  on  the  validity  of 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  143,  note  17. 
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infant-baptism,  was  to  encourage  a  doubt 
whether  the  new  church  of  England  was  tuiy 
part  of  the  true  church  of  Christ.  Thus  it 
became  necessary  to  introduce  infant-baptism 
into  their  creed,  and  at  the  same  time  to  n  st  it 
on  the  unmeaning  ground  of  its  being  "  most 
agreeable  to  the  institution  of  Christ." 

As  if,  however,  Dr.  Marsh  were  not  per- 
fectly satisfied  with  his  former  reasoning  on 
this  subject,  he  proceeds  "  to  examine  it  in 
another  point  of  view."  "  As  a  sacrament,'' 
he  observes,  "  has  likewise  (besides  its  effi- 
cacy) an  outward  and  visible  sign,  the  admi- 
nistration of  it  may  in  this  respect  be  consi- 
dered as  a  ceremony  of  the  Church.  Since 
then,  the  church  of  England  uses  its  own 

discretion  in  regard  to  ceremonies we  may 

very  consistently  take  into  consideration,  that 
the  ceremony  of  baptizing  infants  has  prevailed 
from  the  earliest  ages  of  Christianity."*  That 


*  Comparative  View,  p.  144.  Here  I  may  be  allowed  to 
observe  to  Dr.  Marsh,  that  the  Catholic  church  also  uses 
its  own  discretion  in  respect  to  ceremonies :  and  it  was  a 
mistake  in  him  to  suppose  that  traditionary  usages,  which 
have  obtained  the  force  of  law,  cannot  be  changed  (p.  11). 
The  church  claims  the  authority  to  change  them,  if  it  think 
proper.  And  this  may  explain,  what  has  so  much  excited 
the  wonder  of  Dr.  Marsh ;  how  the  Council  of  Trent  could 
reject  communion  under  both  kinds,  though  it  was  conform- 


a  sacrament  is  an  outward  and  visible  sign, 
and  must  therefore  be  administered  with  some 
visible  ceremony,  is  certainly  true.  But  that 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  present  question. 
We  are  not  discussing  the  manner  in  which 
baptism  should  be  administered,  but  the  sub- 
ject to  whom  it  may  be  administered.  The 
baptism  of  an  infant  is,  in  the  church  of  Eng- 
land, as  much  a  sacrament  as  the  baptism  of  an 
adult.  Now,  according  to  the  catechism,  "  the 
sacraments  have  been  ordained  by  Christ."* 
The  church  then  is  not  here  at  liberty  to  use 
her  discretion.  Unless  she  teach  that  infant 
baptism  was  ordained  by  Christ,  she  can- 


able  to  tradition  (p.  44).  The  council  considered  the  prac- 
,tice  of  receiving  under  one  kind,  or  under  both  kinds,  as  a 
mere  matter  of  ceremony:  and  this  is  the  meaning  of  the 
words :  "  agnoscens  hane  suam  in  administratione  sacra- 
mentorum  a  ue  tori  latent"  Neither  did  it,  as  Dr.  Marsh  re- 
presents, "  decree  as  a  law,  what  itself  acknowledged  to  be 
in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  received  from  the  commence, 
raent  of  Christianity  (p.  72).  It  did  not  look  on  it  as  u 
matter  of  doctrine,  but  of  ceremony:  nor  did  it  acknowledge 
that  even  the  ceremony  of  communicating  under  one  kind, 
\vas  iu  opposition  to  the  ceremony  practised  from  the  com- 
mencement of  Christianity :  but  only  that  the  use  of  both 
kinds  had  not  been  uncommon  from  the  commencement  of 
Christianity:  licet  ab  initio  Christiana;  religionis  non  /> 
frequcns  utriusque  specici  usus  fuisset. 
*  Church  Catechism. 
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not  teach  that  it  is  a  sacrament;*  and  if  she 
teach,  that  it  was  ordained  by  Christ,  she  can- 
not, consistently  with  her  own  principles,  look 
for  the  proof  of  it  in  tradition.  To  do  so,  is  to 
confess,  that  the  scripture  does  not  contain  the 
whole  doctrine  of  Christ,  and  consequently  is 
not  the  only  rule  of  our  failh. 

3d.  I  shall  now  proceed  to  a  subject  of  still 
greater  importance.  According  to  the  church 
of  England,  the  doctrines  peculiar  to  Christ- 
ianity are  to  be  derived  from  no  other  source 
than  the  canonical  books  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment. But  whence  are  we  to  learn,  what 
books  are,  and  what  are  not,  canonical  ?  We 
know  that  books,  which  in  the  first  ages  laid 
claim  to  scriptural  authority,  are  not  in  the 
canon;  such  as  the  gospel  according  to  the 
Hebrews,  or  according  to  the  apostles :  the 
memoirs  by  the  apostles,  so  often  quoted  by 
Justin  Martyr,  and  different  tracts  under  the 
names  of  Peter,  Paul,  Matthias,  and  other 
Apostles.  We  know  also,  that  several  books, 
the  authority  of  which  was  controverted  in  the 

*  In  speaking  of  the  sacraments  in  the  Catholic  church, 
Dr.  Marsh  tells  us  (p.  193,  note  24)  that,  according  to  our 
doctrine,  baptism,  confirmation,  the  eucharist,  penance,  and 
extreme  unction,  are  all  sacraments  necessary  for  salvation 
to  each  individual.  Where  could  he  acquire  this  inform- 
ation? 
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m  <t  ages,  are  now  in  the  canon;  such  as  the 
Epistle  of  St.  James,  the  Epistle  of  St.  Jude, 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  the  Second  Epistle 
of  St.  Peter,  the  second  and  third  of  St.  John, 
and  the  Book  of  Revelations.*  Whence  then 
did  the  church  of  England  derive  her  canon  of 
the  New  Testament?  That  it  was  not  from 
scripture,  is  evident ;  but  that  it  was  from  tra- 
dition, must  be  admitted  on  the  very  confession 
of  the  thirty-nine  articles  themselves. 

In  the  sixth  article  we  are  told,  that  "  in  the 
name  of  the  holy  scriptures,  are  understood 
those  canonical  books  of  the  Old  and  New 
Testament,  of  whose  authority  teas  never  am/ 
doubt  in  the  church  of  God."  Here  the  church 
of  England,  to  fix  the  canon  of  the  scriptures, 
examines  what  has  been  the  doctrine  of  the 
church  respecting  the  authority  of  each  parti- 
cular book  in  all  former  ages.  If  this  be  not 
an  appeal  to  tradition,  it  will  be  difficult  to 
point  out  what  tradition  is. 

In  the  twentieth  article,  we  are  informed, 
that  "the  church  is  a  witness,  and  a  keeper  of 
holy  writ."  If  it  be  a  keeper,  it  must  be,  be- 
cause God  has  intrusted  the  scriptures  to  its 
care;  if  it  be  a  witness,  it  is  because  God  has 
appointed  it  to  bear  witness  to  the  authority 

-t-e  Euseb.  Hist.  Eccl.  1.  iii.  c.  3.  24. 
I  2 
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of  the  scriptures.  Of  course,  then,  it  is  to  the 
testimony  of  this  keeper  of  holy  writ,  that  is, 
to  the  traditionary  doctrine  of  the  church,  that 
we  are  to  apply  for  the  true  canon  of  the  scrip- 
tures. 

Dr.  Marsh  has,  however,  attempted  to  give 
a  different  meaning  to  the  article  :  "  When  we 
are  about  to  establish  the  authenticity  of  St. 
Pauls  epistles,  for  instance,  we  trace  the  quo- 
tations from  them  in  ecclesiastical  writers, 
from  the  present  age  upwards,  till  we  come  to 
the  writers  so  near  to  the  time  when  St.  Paul 
lived,  that  the  epistles  ascribed  to  him,  could 
not  have  been  falsely  ascribed  without  their 
knowing  it.  In  this  sense  the  church  is  a 
keeper  and  a  witness  of  holy  writ."*  In  thi.s 
sense  only?  Then  the  article  might  as  well 
have  declared,  that  the  church  is  the  witness 
and  keeper  of  every  ancient  writing  extant,  of 
which  the  author  was  a  Christian.  "  For 
when  we  are  about  to  establish  the  authenticity 
of  the  works  of  Bede,  for  instance,  we  trace 
the  quotations  from  them  in  ecclesiastical 
writers,  from  the  present  age  upwards,  till  we 
come  to  the  writers  so  near  to  the  time  when 
JBetle  lived,  that  the  works  ascribed  to  him, 
could  not  have  been  falsely  ascribed  without 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  1 1C 
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their  knowing-  it."  In  both  cases  the  proees.-. 
is  the  same.  It',  in  the  former,  it  constitutes 
the  church  a  keeper  and  a  witness  of  the  writ- 
ings of  Bede,  or  of  any  other  ancient  writer, 
whose  name  you  chitse  to  substitute  in  the 
place  of  his.  Truly,  if  this  be  the  meaning  of 
the  declaration  in  the  article,  to  insert  it  the 
creed  of  the  church  of  England,  was  to  bur- 
lesque the  solemnity  of  doctrinal  formularies, 
and  to  insult  the  judgment  of  the  clergy,  whose 
subscriptions  to  it  are  required. 

But  Dr.  Marsh  thus  proceeds:  "  To  the 
evidence  for  authenticity,  which  wre  thus  ob- 
tain, the  title  of  tradition  is  sometimes  applied, 
because  the  evidence  has  been  handed  down  to 
us  from  the  earliest  ages.  But  this  is  a  tradi- 
tion of  testimony,  and  has  no  connexion  what- 
ever with  a  tradition  of  doctrine^*  By  au- 
thenticity, is  probably  meant  'the  fact,  that 
the  books  of  scripture  were  written  by  those 
whose  names  they  bear.  But  it  should  be 
observed,  that  tho  sixth  article  speaks  not  of 
autheHticily,  but  of  authority,  ("of  whoseoMfAol 
rily  was  never  any  doubt  in  the  church:")  and 
authority,  I  presume,  implies  something  more 
than  mere  authenticity.  He  who  deposes  to  the 
authority  of  a  book  of  scripture,  deposes  to 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  14G. 


6'2 

the  inspiration  of  the  writing',  not  to  the  name 
of  the  writer.  He  testifies,  that  it  is  the  word 
of  God ;  and,  as  such,  is  entitled  to  the  autho- 
rity which  is  due  to  the  word  of  God.  The 
tradition,  therefore,  to  which  the  article  ap- 
peals, is  not  a  tradition  of  testimony,  which 
has  "  no  connexion  whatever  with  a  tradi- 
tion of  doctrine;"  but  a  tradition  of  testimony, 
which  has  the  most  intimate  connexion  with 
doctrine.  The  testimony  and  the  doctrine  can- 
not be  separated ;  for  it  is  the  testimony  of 
"  the  witness  and  keeper  of  holy  writ,"  teach- 
ing, that  certain  books  are  in  reality,  and  must 
be  received  by  all  Christians  as  the  word  of 
God. 

But,  if  nothing  more  than  the  authenticity  of 
the  books  of  scripture  can  be  learnt  from  tra- 
dition, to  what  source  will  Dr.  Marsh  send  us 
to  discover  their  inspiration  ?  He  replies,  that 
"  the  inspiration  of  the  scriptures  is  a  fact  to 
which  no  church,  whether  ancient  or  modern, 
can  bear  icitness.  It  is  a  fact,  of  which  no 
human  observation  can  take  cognizance.  It 
lies  beyond  the  reach  of  human  evidence.  It 
can  be  proved  only  by  divine  testimony,  and 
consequently  by  scripture  alone."*  That  the 
supernatural  influence,  whatever  that  might  be, 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  147,  note  21. 
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which  was  exercised  by  the  divine  Spirit  over 
the  writers   of  the  scriptures,  was  not  an  ob- 
ject of  sense,  is  sufficiently  evident;  and,  con- 
sequently, no  church,  whether  ancient  or  mo- 
dern, could  bear  witness  to  the  actual  percep- 
tion of  that  influence.     But  this  is  foreign  from 
the  purpose.      No  church,   either   ancient   or 
modern,  ever  advanced  any  such  pretensions. 
Must  we,  therefore,  have  recourse  to  the  scrip- 
tures themselves,  for  the  proof  of  their  inspira- 
tion?    As  well  might  we  have  recourse  to  them 
for   the  proof  of  their   authenticity.      If  Dr. 
Marsh's  reasoning  applies  in  one  case,  it  also 
applies  in  the  other.     For  when  the  scriptures 
were  completed,  the  writing  of  them  by  the 
apostle  was  no  longer  an  object  of  sense.     It 
wras  a  fact,  of  which   no   human   observation 
could  then  take  cognizance.     It  was  a  fact,  to 
the  actual  existence  of  which,  after  the  deaths 
of  the  first  witnesses,  no  church,  whether  an- 
cient or  modern,  could  bear  testimony.     But  it 
\vill  be  said,  that  those  who  received  from  the 
apostles  the  names  of  the  writers,  might  com- 
municate their  information  to  others,  and  that 
thus  the  knowledge  of  the  fact  may  have  been 
transmitted    from    generation    to    generation. 
Undoubtedly:  but  might  not  the  apostles  also 
inform  their  disciples,  that  the  writings  of  the 
New  Testament  were  inspired  ?      Might   not 
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these  disciples,  after  the  deaths  of  their  mas- 
ters, deliver  the  same  information  to  the  rising 
generation  ?  One  supposition  is  certainly  as 
possible  as  the  other;  and,  in  this  case,  they 
would  bear  testimony,  not  to  the  fact  of  the 
inspiration  of  the  scriptures,  as  if  they  had 
been  actual  witnesses  of  it;  but  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  inspiration  of  the  scriptures,  which 
doctrine  they  had  received  from  the  apostles. 
Those  who  believed  it  on  such  testimony, 
would  believe  it  as  part  of  the  unwritten  word, 
and  of  course  would  have  sufficient  foundation 
for  their  belief,  though  the  fact  itself  of  inspi- 
ration "lie  beyond  the  reach  of  human  evi- 
dence." 

But,  if  we  allow  Dr.  Marsh  to  send  us  to 
the  scriptures  themselves  for  the  proof  of  their 
inspiration,  we  shall,  I  fear,  spend  our  labour 
in  a  very  fruitless  search.  It  is  admitted,  that 
of  the  New  Testament  the  four  gospels  form 
the  most  valuable  and  important  part.  Yet, 
what  is  there  in  the  scriptures  to  prove  that 
these  are  inspired.  It  is  not  asserted  by  the 
writers  themselves:  it  is  not  asserted  by  any 
of  the  other  sacred  writers.  The  books  con- 
tain nothing,  the  knowledge  of  which  neces- 
sarily pre-snpposes  inspiration.  They  are 
mere  narratives  of  the  actions  and  sayings  of 
iChrist,  such  as  we  might  expect  from  honest 
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and  industrious  compilers.  They  propose 
hardly  any  point  of  doctrine  on  the  authority 
of  the  writers ;  and  the  little  of  this  descrip- 
tion which  they  contain,  may  have  been  derived 
from  oral  communication.  Where  then  is  the 
proof,  that  they  are  inspired  writing's  ? 

If  we  believe  the  hypothesis  of  Dr.  Marsh 
on  the  origin  of  the  three  first  gospels,  the 
proof  becomes  still  more  difficult.  According 
to  that  hypothesis,  the  three  evangelists  col- 
lected their  materials  in  a  similar  manner. 
They  all  procured  copies  of  an  original  docu- 
ment, composed  by  some  writer  before  them: 
each  of  these  copies,  in  passing  through  differ- 
ent hands,  had  been  enriched  with  occasional 
additions;  and  to  the  additions  was  joined 
such  information,  as  each  evangelist  had  by 
his  own  industry  collected.  Thus  furnished, 
they  sat  down,  ignorant  of  each  others  pro- 
ceedings, and  formed  three  histories,  all  agree- 
ing in  many  things,  and  all  differing  in  some. 
In  this  there  is  certainly  no  very  striking  proof 
of  inspiration.  It  is  nothing  more  than  the 
usual  march  of  historians,  who,  to  their  own 
personal  knowledge,  are  anxious  to  add  what- 
ever traditionary  information,  written  or  oral, 
they  may  be  able  to  procure.  Such  writings 
are  not  like  the  writing?  of  the  ancient  pro- 
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phets.  These  foretel,  in  the  name  of  the  Al- 
mighty, future  events;  and  the  accomplishment 
of  their  predictions  is  a  proof  of  their  claim  to 
inspiration.  But  the  three  evangelists  narrate 
only  the  actions  and  prophecies  of  another. 
They  shew,  indeed,  if  the  hypothesis  be  true, 
the  high  estimation  in  which  they  held  tradi- 
tion ;  they  prove,  that  even  then  it  was  consi- 
dered a  legitimate  source  of  religious  know- 
ledge: but,  as  for  any  claim  to  inspiration  for 
themselves,  they  neither  make  it,  nor  furnish 
evidence  on  which  it  may  be  founded. 

Dr.  Marsh  observes,  that  St.  Matthew  was 
an  apostle ;  that,  of  course,  whatever  he  wrote, 
obtained  the  sanction  of  an  apostle,  and  must 
be  considered  as  apostolic  doctrine.  Allow- 
ing this  for  the  present,  I  will  only  ask,  what  is 
to  become  of  the  gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St. 
Luke?  These  evangelists  were  not  apostles; 
they  could  not  impart  the  apostolic  sanction 
to  their  own  writings ;  nor  does  the  scripture 
say  that  it  was  imparted  to  them  by  any  of  the 
apostles.  If  then  the  claim  of  inspiration  can 
be  proved  from  scripture  only,  their  works 
must  be  excluded  from  the  number  of  the  in- 
spired writings,  and  reckoned  among  the  most 
ancient  sources  of  traditionary  doctrine. 

Whatever  has  been  said  of  the  gospel  of  St, 
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Luke,*  will  equally  apply  to  his  other  work, 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  That  also  must  be 
expunged  from  the  canon  of  the  scriptures, 
and  thus  we  shall  be  deprived  at  once  of  one 
third  of  the  New  Testament. 

But  it  is  unnecessary  to  descend  to  par- 
ticular works,  when  Dr.  Marsh's  principle 
equally  affects  the  whole  collection.  It  takes 
away  the  proof  of  inspiration  altogether.  For 
how  can  the  scriptqres  prove  their  own  nv 
spiration?  It  is  on  their  inspiration  that  all 
their  doctrinal  authority  depends.  You  must 
shew  that  they  are  inspired,  before  you  can 
deduce  a  single  point  of  doctrine  from  their 
testimony.  If,  in  attempting  -to  demonstrate 
the  inspiration  of  any  book,  you  pre-suppose 
its  inspiration,  you  fall  into  a  petitio  principii ; 
you  take  for  granted  what  you  have  under- 
taken to  prove.  If  you  do  not  pre-suppose  its 
inspiration,  then  its  testimony  on  that  point  is 

*  Indeed  Dr.  Marsh  himself,  in  his  <;  Illustration  of  the 
I!\pothesis,"  p.  27,  refers  to  tradition  for  a  proof  of  the 
authority  of  the  gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke.  In  re" 
gard  to  their  "  authority,  the  hypothesis  leaves  those  gos- 
pels in  full  possession  of  the  sanction,  to  which  the  early 
fathers  appealed  in  their  behalf:  namely,  that  the  gospel 
of  St.  Mark  was  approved  by  the  apostle  St.  Peter,  and  the 
gospel  of  St.  Luke  by  the  apostle  St.  Paul."  And  still  hi- 
appears,  in  p.  49,  to  consider  these  testimonies  of  the  fathers 
to  be  little  hotter  than  reports. 
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of  no  more  authority  than  the  testimony  of 
any  profane  or  ecclesiastical  writer.  Its  claim 
to  inspiration  is  not  to  be  admitted,  because  it 
has  been  advanced :  it  must  be  made  good  by 
proof  more  convincing  than  its  own  assertion. 
When  our  blessed  Lord  declared  himself  to 
be  the  son  of  the  Most  High,  he  did  not 
require  the  Jews  to  believe  him  on  his  mere 
word :  he  appealed  to  his  miracles  which 
proved  the  truth  of  his  words.  "  If  I  had  not 
done  among  them,"  says  he,  "  the  works 
which  none  other  man  did,  they  had  not  had 
sin."  When  the  apostles  proclaimed  them- 
selves the  ministers  of  the  Messiah,  it  was  by 
the  wonders  which  they  worked,  that  they 
proved  the  truth  of  their  pretensions.  "  The 
Lord,"  says  St.  Mark,  "  working  with  them, 
and  confirming  the  word  with  signs  following." 
To  prove  then  the  inspiration  of  the  scrip- 
tures, you  must  derive  your  proof  from  some 
other  source  than  the  scriptures  themselves.— 
In  short,  according  to  Dr.  Marsh,  inspiration 
is  "  a  fact  which  can  be  proved  only  by  di- 
vine testimony :"  consequently  then,  as  the 
scriptures,  till  you  have  shewn  them  to  be  in- 
spired, cannot  be  considered  as  divine  testi- 
mony, they  cannot  be  taken  to  prove  their 
own  inspiration. 

Nor  will  it  better  the  case,  to  have  recourse 
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to  what  Dr.  Marsh  ingeniously  stiles  the  "  Ira- 
dition  of  testimony  ;"•  the  historic  evidence 
that  the  books  of  scripture  were  \vritten  by 
those  whose  names  they  bear.  Whether  this 
be  certain  or  not,  matters  little.  The  pre- 
ceding reasoning  will  apply  again.  The  in- 
spiration of  the  writing,  or  of  the  writer,  is 
the  same  thing.  If  the  testimony  of  the  scrip- 
ture cannot,  as  has  been  shewn,  prove  its  own 
inspiration,  it  cannot  prove  the  inspiration  of 
those  who  wrote  it. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  said  that  the  writers  ap- 
pear, from  the  tradition  of  testimony,  to  have 
been  the  apostles  of  Christ :  that  they  were 
under  the  guidance  of  the  Holy  Spirit;  that 
they  could  not  teach  a  false  doctrine ;  and 
that  of  course  their  writings  must  have  been 
inspired.  But  whence  is  all  this  information 
obtained  ?  If  from  the  tradition  of  testimony,  it 
i>  then  false  that  the  inspiration  of  the  scrip- 
ture can  be  proved  from  scripture  only :  if 
from  the  scripture,  then  you  must  prove  its 
inspiration,  before  you  can  exact  the  belief  of 
the  reader  to  such  assertions.  Hence  I  con- 
clude that,  to  determine  the  canon  or  the  in- 
spiration of  the  scripture  from  the  scripture 
alone,  is  impracticable :  the  knowledge  of 
both  must  be  derived  from  tradition. 

These   instances   (more,  were  it  necessary, 
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ihight  be  adduced),  will  suffice  to  shew,  that 
even  the  founders  of  the  church  of  England, 
how  fiercely  soever  they  might  disclaim  against 
the  authority  of  tradition,  were  unable  to 
frame  their  own  creed  without  recourse  to  its 
assistance;  and  may  satisfy  the  impartial  rea- 
der, that  the  New  Testament,  though  it  be 
the  word  of  God,  was  not  composed  with  the 
view  of  furnishing  one  sole  and  entire  rule  of 
Christian  faith.  Here  then  I  may  venture  to 
call  the  attention  of  Dr.  Marsh  to  the  inquiry, 
which  I  suggested  at  the  commencement  of 
this  tract.  Have  not  the  reformed  churches, 
by  rejecting  the  authority  of  tradition,  de- 
stroyed in  effect  the  authority  of  scripture, 
taken  away  the  certainty  of  religious  belief, 
and  undermined  the  very  foundations  of 
Christianity  ?  For — 

1st,  If  the  foregoing  observations  are  well- 
founded,  the  written  does  not  contain  the 
whole  of  the  unwritten  word.  Those  then, 
who  derive  their  religious  opinions  from  the 
written  word  only,  can  have  no  security  that 
they  profess  "  all  things  whatsoever  Christ 
commanded  his  apostles"  to  teach. 

2d,  By  rejecting  the  authority  of  tradition, 
they  have  rejected  the  only  rational  means  of 
proving  the  inspiration  of  the  scriptures. 
Now,  unless  the  scriptures  be  inspired,  their 
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authority  is  of  no  higher  order  than  that  of 
other  ancient  writings.  JNo  doctrine  can,  with 
security,  be  drawn  from  them  So  far  are 
they  from  being-  the  only  rule  of  faith,  that 
they  become  no  rule  at  all. 

3d,  But  if  the  unwritten  word  have  no  au- 
thority, and  the  written  word  be  deprived  of 
its  claim  to  inspiration,  what  is  to  be  the 
fate  of  Christianity  ?  It  will  remain  without 
any  support.  It  will  not  have  where  to  rest 
its  foot. 

4th,  Christianity  is  not  a  confused  mass  of 
opinions  and  conjectures,  but  a  regular  system 
of  revealed  doctrine,  to  which  our  blessed 
Lord  requires  a  full  and  sincere  assent. 
When  he  delivered  their  commisssion  to  his 
apostles,  he  bade  them  teach  all  things  what- 
soever he  had  commanded  them,  and  de- 
nounced the  severest  punishment  against  the 
man  who  should  refuse  to  believe.  Kow  it 
appears  to  me,  independently  of  the  foregoing 
consideration,  impossible  for  any  one,  on  Pro- 
testant grounds,  to  acquire  such  a  knowledge 
of  these  doctrines,  as  to  be  warranted  in  giv- 
ing to  them  a  full  and  sincere  assent: — and 
that  for  this  reason,  that  the  doctrines  of 
scripture  are  susceptible  of  various  and  op- 
posite interpretations.  A  code  of  law,  which 
should  be  differently  explained  in  every  court, 


could  not  be  deemed  a  law  proper  for  the  re- 
gulation of  our  conduct ;  and  a  rule  of  faith, 
which  has  a  different  meaning  in  every  pro- 
Tince,  I  had  almost  said,  in  every  family,  can- 
not be  a  rule  to  determine  our  belief.  To 
deny  that  the  doctrines  of  scripture  are  sus- 
ceptible of  different  interpretations,  would  be 
to  give  the  lie  to  the  experience  of  nearly 
three  centuries,  and  to  seal  our  eyes  against 
Jill  that  is  passing  around  us.  For  whence,  if 
not  from  this  source,  have  arisen  all  those  dis- 
cordant opinions,  those  contradictory  creeds, 
those  races  of  fanatics,  that  have  distinguished 
and  disgraced  the  Reformation  ?  The  prin- 
ciple, that  the  scripture  is  the  only  rule  of 
faith,  gave  birth  to  all  this  confusion.  From 
the  moment  that  it  was  established,  the  flood- 
gates of  error  and  folly  were  thrown  open: 
each  enthusiast  was  raised  into  an  apostle : 
and  every  doctrine,  which  had  formerly  been 
deemed  essential  to  Christianity,  was  exposed 
to  doubt  and  cavil.  Nor  did  the  mischief  end 
here.  If  the  reformers  spurned  the  authority 
of  the  Catholic  church,  venerable  as  she  was 
with  the  hoar  of  ages-,  their  disciples  in  their 
turn  have,  with  still  greater  reason,  spurned 
the  authority  of  their  upstart  fathers.  They 
have  divided  and  subdivided  themselves  into 
sects  without  number :  and  of  those,  who  are 
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still  held  together  by  a  nominal  assent  to 
certain  articles,  the  greater  part  are  indifferent 
to  their  meaning,  and  the  rest  explain  them, 
some  in  one  sense  and  some  in  another.  All 
appeal  equally  to  the  scriptures :  hosts  of 
texts  are  marshalled  in  hostile  array  against 
each  other ;  and  the  word  of  God  is  made  to 
say  and  unsay,  to  prove  and  disprove,  what- 
ever may  seem  proper  to  the  opposite  parties. 

Nor  let  it  be  said,  that  these  differences  of 
opinion  are  confined  to  matters  of  little  con- 
sequence. It  is  not  for  matters,  which  they 
think  of  little  consequence,  that  men  separate 
from  communion  with  each  other.  Nor  can  it 
be  of  little  consequence  to  determine,  whether 
there  are  three  persons,  or  only  one  person,  in 
God:  whether  Christ  be  truly  God,  or  a  mere 
creature;  whether  he  suffered  death  to  atone 
for  the  sins,  or  to  leave  an  example  for  the 
conduct  of  man  ;  whether  the  baptism  of  chil- 
dren be  valid  or  invalid ;  whether  "  the  office 
of  bishops  hath  any  warrant,  ground,  or  au- 
thority in  scripture;  or,"  as  is  asserted  by  the 
church  of  Scotland,  "  hath  been  brought  in 
by  the  folly  and  corruption  of  men's  inventions, 
to  the  great  overthrow  of  the  kirk  of  God."* 
On  all  these,  and  on  many  other  subjects,  the 

*  Arts,  of  Gen.  Assembly  at  Dundee,  1580,  £ess.  iv.  2. 
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affirmative  and  negative  have  been  maintained 
in  the  numerous  creeds  of  the  reformed 
churches.  Certainly  then,  it  must  be  con- 
fessed that  the  scriptures  are  susceptible  of 
various  interpretations ;  and  that,  to  be  made 
a  rule  of  truth  and  not  of  error,  they  must  be 
explained  by  some  authority,  from  whose  de- 
cision their  can  be  no  appeal. 

But  does  there  exist  any  such  authority  un- 
der the  Reformation  ?  If  we  may  believe  the 
church  of  England,  there  does.  Its  founders, 
anxious  to  restrain  licentiousness  of  opinion 
among  their  followers,  decreed  in  the  twen- 
tieth article,  that  "'  the  church  hath  authority 
in  controversies  of  faith"  This  was  a  bold 
and  dangerous  measure.  It  was  an  act  of 
self-condemnation;  as  it  legalized  the  sen- 
tence, which  had  been  pronounced  against 
them  by  the  Catholic  church,  when  they  be- 
gan to  dogmatize.  It  was  an  act  of  tyranny 
over  their  disciples:  as  it  took  from  those 
disciples  the  right  of  private  judgment,  at  the 
very  moment  it  was  exercised  by  their  teach- 
ers. To  exercise  or  justify,  in  this  respect, 
the  fathers  of  their  faith,  has  long  been  a  dif- 
ficult task  for  the  divines  of  the  church  of 
England.  Dr.  Marsh  is  dissatisfied  with  the 
attempts  of  his  predecessors.  To  inquire, 
whether  his  labours  have  been  more  success- 
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ful,  Mould  lead  me  from  the  present  subject. 
It  is  sufficient  for  me,  that  he  explains  the 
meaning  of  the  article  to  be,  that,  when  the 
sense  of  scripture  is  disputed,  the  authority 
\vhich  is  to  determine  the  controversy,  resides 
in  the  church.  Thus,  he  adds,  "  at  the  time 
of  the  Reformation,  the  sense  of  scripture  with 
regard  to  various  doctrines  was  disputed.  The 
convocation,  therefore,  which  is  our  highest  ju- 
dicial authority  in  spiritual  concerns,  as  the 
judges  are  our  highest  judicial  authority  in  tem- 
poral concerns,  assembled  and  determined,  in  the 
name  of  the  church  ichich  it  represented,  what 
the  sense  of  scripture,  in  regard  to  the  disputed 
points,  really  was."*' 

But  here,  it  will  not  be  impertinent  to  in- 
quire whence  the  convocation  derived  its  autho- 
rity to  determine  what  the  sense  of  scripture 
really  was.  From  the  church  which  it  repre- 
sented? That  church  might  indeed  engage  to 
acquiesce  in  the  decision :  but  such  engage- 
ment would  not  prove  that  the  convocation 
had  authority  to  determine  the  real  sense  of 
scripture:  it  would  merely  prove  that  the 
members  of  the  church,  unable  to  understand 
the  meaning  of  their  only  rule  of  faith,  were 
fain  to  substitute  in  its  place  the  interpretation 

'*  Comparative  View,  p.  161. 
L  2 
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of  men  as  fallible  as  themselves  Was  it 
then  from  the  state?  The  state  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  religious 
opinion.  It  may,  indeed,  delegate  certain 
persons  to  form  a  doctrinal  code,  which  shall 
intitle  its  professors  to  civil  honours  and  civil 
emoluments ;  but  it  cannot  invest  them  with 
the  power  to  discover,  nor  consequently  with 
the  authority  "  to  determine,  what  the  sense 
of  scripture  really  is."  The  comparison  be- 
tween the  convocation  and  the  judges,  does 
not  hold.  The  legislature  makes  the  laws, 
and  may  appoint  the  judges  to  expound  them: 
the  legislature  did  not  write  the  scriptures,  nor 
ran  it  impart  to  others  the  right  to  decide  oil 
their  true  meaning. 

But,  does  this  authority,  to  determine  what 
the  sense  of  scripture  really  is,  reside  in  the 
convocation  of  the  church  of  England  alone? 
No :  "  the  Protestants  of  Germany,  (says  Dr. 
Marsh)  acted  in  the  same  manner  with  respect 
to  the  confession  of  Aiigsburgh ;  the  Protest- 
ants of  Sivitzerland  acted  in  the  same  manner 
with  respect  to  the  Helvetic  confession ;  the 
Protestants  of  Holland  acted  in  the  same 
manner  with  respect  to  the  confession  of  Dor- 
drecht;  and  so  mnst  all  churches  act,  ivithout 
*  To  make  this  enumeration  more 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  1C5. 
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complete,  there  might  also  have  been  noticed 
the  two  confessions  of  the  Protestants  of  Scot- 
land, the  two  confessions  of  the  Protestants  of 
France,  the  two  confessions  of  the  Protestants 
of  Poland,  the  five  confessions  of  the  Protestants 
of  Switzerland,  and  the  confessions,   without 
number,  of  the  Protestants  of  Germany.     In 
all  these  confessions  was  determined  what  the 
>t 'H,se  of  scripture  really  was,  and   all  were  is- 
sued  by  the  authority  of  synods  or  convoca- 
tions.    Were  then  the  determinations  all  alike  ? 
i\o :   almost  always  different,  frequently  con- 
tradictory.    The  real  sense  of  scripture  con- 
stantly varied  with  the  standard  of  local  ortho- 
doxy.    It  was  one  thing  in  England,  another 
in  Scotland,  a  third  at  Angsburgh,  and  so  in 
rotation.     This   variation  alone  is  a  sufficient 
proof,  that  they  were  not  competent  to  deter- 
mine the  real   sense  of  the  scripture.     They 
might,  indeed,  publish  to  the  world  their  own 
collective  opinions,  and   leave  it  to  the  judg- 
ment of  their  disciples  to  adopt  them   or  not. 
But  if  they  pretended  to  any  thing  more,  they 
arrogated  to  themselves  an  authority,  to  which 
they  had  no  claim ;  and  violated   the  first  and 
favourite  principle  of  the  Reformation,  by  add- 
ing to  the  word  of  God   their  own  fallible  in- 
terpretation as  a  rule  of  faith. 

If  then,  to  determine  what  is  the  real  sense 
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of  scripture,  is  beyond  the  competence  of  sy- 
nods, does  it  belong  to  each  individual?  1st, 
This  right  of  private  judgment,  so  universally 
claimed  in  the  reformed  churches,  receives  no 
countenance  from  the  sacred  apostles.  They 
teach  that  it  is  the  duty  of  private  individuals 
to  obey,  not  their  privilege  to  judge.  2d.  It  is 
a  claim  devoid  of  probability.  For  it  is  idle 
to  expect  from  the  sagacity  of  individuals,  what 
is  above  the  wisdom  of  synods  and  convoca- 
tions. 3d.  It  is  contradicted  by  our  know- 
ledge of  human  nature.  For  the  great  majo- 
rity of  mankind  are  evidently  unequal -to  the 
task  :  and  the  best  and  wisest  of  men,  when 
they  reflect  how  liable  they  are  to  error  on 
other  subjects,  and  that  their  opinions  on  this 
are  opposed  by  the  opinions  of  numbers  equal 
in  judgment  to  themselves,  must  learn  to  dis- 
trust their  own  determinations,  and  be  content 
to  rely  on  conjecture,  rather  than  on  certainty. 
4th.  It  is,  as  has  been  already  shewn,  the  pa- 
rent of  fanaticism  and  error.  It  has  called  in 
question,  or  perverted  every  dogma  of  Christ- 
ianity. It  yearly  multiplies  sects,  and  invents 
doctrines.  To  its  partizans  may  be  transferred, 
what  was  said  by  an  ancient  writer  of  the 
sages  of  pagan  Greece:,  that  no  opinion  can 
be  imagined  so  absurd,  as  not  to  have  been 
taught  by  some  of  these  pretended  apostles. 
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But  if  neither  the  judgment  of  individuals, 
nor  the  decision  of  synods,  can  determine  with 
certainty  the  real  sense  of  the  scripture  in  the 
reformed  churches,  it  may  be  fairly  inferred, 
that  the  scripture  alone  is  not  to  them  a  certain 
rule  of  faith;  and  that  those  who  admit  no 
other  rule,  cannot  possess  any  rational  secu- 
rity, that  their  religious  creed  is  perfectly  con- 
formable to  the  doctrine  of  our  Saviour. 

In  conclusion,  should  their  occur  in  the  pre- 
ceding pages  any  expression  which  may  be 
deemed  disrespectful  to  the  books  of  the  New 
Testament,  let  it  once  more  be  remembered, 
that  it  was  employed  in  arguing  on  the  hypo- 
thesis of  my  adversaries.  It  is  my  conviction, 
that  each  of  these  books  was  written  under  the 
superintendance  of  the  divine  Spirit,  and  is  to 
be  received  as  the  word  of  God;  but,  at  the 
same  time,  I  am  persuaded,  that,  to  hold  up 
these  occasional  tracts  as  the  whole,  and  only 
rule  of  religious  belief,  is  to  exhibit  them  in 
a  light,  derogatory  from  the  wisdom  of  the 
deity,  and  injurious  to  the  cause  of  Christ- 
ianity. 
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APPENDIX 


IN  ray  tc  Review  of  certain  Anticatholic  Pub- 
lications," I  had  made  some  remarks  on  the 
third  canon  of  the  fourth  council  of  Lateran. 
As  these  have  been  noticed  by  Dr.  Marsh,  I 
may  be  allowed  once  more  to  return  to  that 
subject. 

Dr.  Marsh  maintains,  1st.  that  the  provisions 
of  the  canon  include  all  who  dissent  from  the 
church  of  Rome  at  the  present  day,  as  well  as 
in  former  ages  ;  and,  2d.  that  they  include  so- 
vereigns, such  as  the  King  of  England,  no  less 
than  feudatory  lords. 

On  the  first  head  he  complains,  that  I  have 
inserted  in  my  translation  of  the  canon,  the 
word  "  Albigenses,"  which  does  not  occur  in 
the  original.  I  must  reply,  that  the  passage  in 
my  tract  was  not  meant  for  a  translation,  but 
for  a  summary  of  the  meaning  of  the  canon. 
The  word  "  Albigenses"  is,  indeed,  not  to  be 
found  in  the  original:  but  the  words  "  hccc 
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hseretica  foeditas,"  are  to  be  found  there.  Now 
the  h(BC  haeretica  foeditas  appeared  to  me  to  be 
the  errors  previously  condemned  in  the  first 
and  second  canons,  viz.  those  of  the  Albigen- 
ses,  and  of  Almaric  and  Joachim  :  and,  as  the 
two  latter  had  but  few  followers,  and  as  the 
design  of  the  framers  of  the  canon,  if  we  may 
believe  historians,  was  to  put  down  the  Albi- 
genses,  I  did  not  conceive  I  should  distort  the 
meaning  of  the  original  by  making  use  of  that 
word.  If  Dr.  Marsh  object,  that  by  h&c 
haeretica  fceditas  should  be  understood  "  uni- 
versi  ha^retici,  quibuscunque  nominibus  cen- 
seantur:"  (Ibid).— I  might  answer,  that  these 
very  words  are  to  be  explained  by  those  im- 
mediately preceding,  "  adversus  hanc  sanctam, 
orthodoxam,  catholicam  fidem,  quam  superius 
exposuimm"  or  that  they  could  only  include 
the  different  sects,  which  existed  at  the  time. 
But  the  point  is  not  worth  discussion :  for,  if 
the  church  ever  possessed  any  inherent  right  to 
make  such  a  law  against  one  sect,  it  must  still 
possess  it  against  another.  The  truth,  how- 
ever, is,  that  it  never  possessed  it :  and  this 
we  have  declared  to  be  our  belief  upon  our 
oaths.  If,  then,  it  can  be  shewn,  that  councils 
have  issued  decrees  trenching  upon  temporal 
rights,  we  say  that  these  decrees  possessed  no 
authority  without  the  concurrence  of  the  tern- 
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poral  power.  In  the  states  of  the  Pope,  and 
of  those  bishops,  who  were  temporal  princes, 
they  might  be  immediately  put  in  execution : 
in  others  they  were  of  no  avail. 

Oa  the  second  head,  to  prove  that  the  canon 
included  sovereigns,  Dr.  Marsh  appeals  to  ths 
words,  saeculares  potestates,  quibuscunque 
fungantur  officiis,  tiian  which  he  observes,  no 
expression  can  be  more  general,  (p.  221.)  But 
"  potestates,"  in  the  language  of  that  age, 
meant  not  sovereigns,  but  those  magistrates  to 
whom  was  intrusted  the  power  of  executing 
the  laws:  and  its  Italian  representative  " po~ 
desta,"  still  retains  the  same  signification.  This 
k  also  plain  from  the  accompanying  words, 
qwtbwscwnque  fungantur  officiis:  and  from  the 
parallel  passage  in  the  constitution  of  Frederic, 
<(  potestates,  consules,  seu  rectores,  quibus- 
cunque fungantur  officiis."  This  emperor  pro- 
ceeds to  impose  on  them  the  obligation  of  talc- 
ing the  prescribed  oath,  under  the  penalty  of 
removal  from  office,  and  the  revocation  of  all 
the  judgments  which  they  may  pronounce: 
aiioquin  nee  pro  potestatibus  nee  pro  contrail* 
bus  habeantur,  et  corum  sententias  ex  tune 
irritas  declaramus  et  inanes."  Certainly,  no 
man  can  think  that  the  potestates,  with  respect 
to  whom  Frederic  could  publish  such  a  law, 
were  independent  sovereigns. 
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Dr.  Marsh  urges,  moreover,  the  clause, 
"  eadem  nihilominus  servata  circa  cos  qui  non 
habent  dominos  principales/' — "  For,  surely," 
he  observes,  "  lords,  who  have  no  principals, 
must  themselves  be  principal  lords,"  (p.  220.) 
That,  however,  they  were  not  sovereigns,  is 
evident;  for  the  constitution  of  Frederic  could 
only  include  subjects,  and  yet  it  includes, 
*'  eos,  qui  non  habent  dominos  principales." 
Indeed,  it  is  hardly  possible  that  the  council 
could  have  meant  sovereigns  by  such  a  de- 
signation. To  describe  them  in  an  official  do- 
cument by  the  term  of  "  persons  not  having 
principal  lords,"  would  have  been  as  extraor- 
dinary, as  if  his  present  majesty  were  to  be 
described  in  an  act  of  parliament  by  the  stile 
of  "  one  not  having  a  principal  lord  in  the 
united  kingdom."  Dr.  Marsh,  however,  is  un- 
willing that  the  expression  should  mean  the 
possessors  of  frank-allodial  property :  and 
draws  a  distinction  between  tenere  a  domino 
principal!,  and  habere  dominum  principalem. 
But  the  distinction  is  imaginary,  when  these 
expressions  regard  the  tenure  of  land.  Teiiere 
a  domino  principali  fatione  soli,  and  habere 
dominum  principalem  ratione  soli,  mean  the 
same  thing.  Now  this  is  the  case  in  the  canon, 
which  deprives  the  delinquent  of  his  land,  whe- 
ther he  hold  it  of  a  superior  lord,  or  not:  but, 
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in  the  first  case,  reserves  the  right  of  the  su- 
perior lord,  which  in  the  second  it  could  not 

In  copying  the  constitution  of  Frederic,  I 
am  accused  by  Dr.  Marsh  of  two  mistr^es :  of 
having  substituted  priucipalis  for  tempor*  Us  in 
one  place,  and  of  having  omitted  tcinjjo/^ilts  in 
another.  The  quotation  was  procured  for  me 
by  a  friend,  nor  was  I  then  aware  that  the 
constitution  had  been  differently  printed  by 
different  editors.  I  have  since  learned,  that  in 
the  edition  of  Goldastus,  Francof.  ad  Moen. 
1615,  the  passages  are  printed  as  they  are 
cited  by  Dr.  Marsh :  but  that  in  the  Corpus 
Juris  Civilis,  Parish's,  1576 ;  and,  in  Dupin, 
De  antiqua  eccl.  disciplina,  Par.  1686,  p.  575, 
they  are  printed  as  they  have  been  cited  by  me. 
The  difference,  however,  in  the  words  will 
make  no  difference  in  the  reasoning:  and,  as 
far  as  I  can  judge,  the  reading  which  I  have 
followed,  is  the  better :  as  it  is  more  intelligi- 
ble, is  conformable  to  that  of  the  canon,  and 
is  perfectly  accordant  with  the  jurisprudence 
of  the  age. 

Before  I  leave  this  subject,  I  may  observe, 
that  a  decree  of  the  council  of  Trent,  quoted 
by  Dr.  Marsh,  will,  perhaps,  throw  some  light 
upon  it.  It  is  the  nineteenth  of  the  twenty- 
fifth  session,  and  was  made  against  those  who 
assigned  places  in  their  domains  for  public 
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duels,  not  those  who  merely  "  suffered  duel- 
ling;," as  Dr.  Marsh  represents  it:  qui  locum 
ad  monomachiaii)  in  terris  suis  inter  Christianos 
concesserint.  It  deprives  them  of  their  juris- 
diction and  domain  in  that  place,  if  they  hold 
it  of  the  church,  "  quod  ab  ecclesia  obtinent:' 
and  adds,  "  si  feudalia  sint,  directis  dominis 
statim  acquirentur."  From  this  distinction,  it 
is  not  improbable  that  those,  who  in  the  canon 
of  the  Lateran  council  are  described  as  not 
haung  principal  lords,  were  those  who  held 
their  lands  immediately  of  the  church. 

Much  of  the  remainder  of  Dr.  Marsh's  rea- 
soning, in  this  chapter,  is  novel  and  interest- 
ing. 1st.  He  denies  that  there  is  any  distinc- 
tion between  the  obligation  of  canons  relating 
to  discipline,  and  the  obligation  of  canons  re- 
lating to  doctrines :  and  asserts,  that  the  Irish 
Catholic  clergy,  on  their  appointment  to  bene- 
fices, swear  to  the  observance  of  both.  This 
is  rather  extraordinary :  since,  it  is  a  well- 
known  fact,  that  in  five  of  the  Irish  dioceses, 
and  the  wardinate  of  Galway,  the  discipline  of 
the  council  of  Trent  has  never  been  received. 
Are  the  clergy  of  these  dioceses  to  be  con- 
sidered as  perjured  ?  But  on  what  does  Dr. 
Marsh  found  his  opinion  ?  On  these  words  of 
their  oath.  Ccetera  item  onmia  a  sacris  ca- 
nonibns,  et  (Bcumenicis  conciliis,  ac  pra3cipue 
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a  sacrosancla  tridentina  synodo  tradita,  definita, 
etdeclarata,  indubitarites  recipio  atque  profiteer. 
Here  is  not  one  word  regarding  discipline. 
The  words  tradita,  definita,  declarata,  are  so 
many  technical  terras,  if  I  may  so  call  them,  re- 
garding doctrine.  The  instrument  itself  is  a  pro- 
fession of  the  Catholic  doctrine,  professio  fidei, 
and  in  the  very  sentence  immediately  following 
the  passage  quoted  by  Dr.  Marsh,  it  is  called 
hanc  veram  catholicamjfafew. 

Dr.  Marsh's  next  discovery  is  still  more 
extraordinary.  "There  cannot  be  a  doubt/* 
he  tells  us,  "that  ordine"  (in  the  clause,  salvo 
meo  ordine,  inserted  in  the  oath  taken  by  Catholic 
bishops)  means,  "  ordine  monastico"  In  tak- 
ing an  oath  of  obedience  to  the  Pope,  "  It  was 
deemed  necessary  to  stipulate,  that  such  obe- 
dience (for  it  seldom  happened  that  a  man  was 
consecrated  bishop,  who  had  not  previously 
belonged  to  some  monastic  order),  should  not 
prejudice  the  privileges  of  his  own  order." 
(p.  230,  note.)  It  will  certainly  excite  a  smile  in 
Catholic  prelates,  who  never  belonged  to  any 
monastic  institute,  to  be  told  that  they  have 
upon  oath  professed  themselves  monks.  But 
the  mistake  may  be  excused  in  a  writer,  who 
is  not  acquainted  with  the  peculiar  language  of 
Catholics.  When  a  bishop  speaks  of  his  own 
order,  he  understands  his  order  in  the  hierarchy, 
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— the  episcopal  order :  and  the  wards,  salvo  meo 
ordiue,  mean,  saving  what  becomes  the  character 
and  rights  of  a  Christian  bis/iap.  No  one  ever 
pretended,  as  Dr.  Marsh  supposes,  that  this 
clause  was  lately  "inserted,  for  the  purpose  of 
saving  allegiance  to  the  kings  of  England.  It 
is  probably  as  ancient  as  the  oath  itself:  but 
it  shows,  that  the  bishop  is  bound  by  his  oath 
to  nothing  repugnant  to  the  episcopal  character, 
and  consequently  to  nothing  inconsistent  with 
his  allegiance.* 

But  the  most  amusing  of  all  these  discoveries, 
is,  the  creation  of  an  independent "  popeclom" 
in  Russia,  "  by  a  master-piece  of  policy  in  the 
Empress  Catherine,"  (p.  245,  249.)  Let  Dr. 
Marsh,  however,  revert  to  the  sources  from 
which  he  derived  his  information,  and  he  will 
then  learn,  what  he  seems  to  have  overlooked, 
that  the  courts  of  Petersburgh  and  Rome,  under- 
stood each  other  in  this  transaction :  that  the 
Russian  government  has  an  agent  at  Rome  for 
the  expedition  of  ecclesiastical  business :  that 
if  the  Empress  erected  Mohilow  into  an  arch- 
iepiscopal  see,  on  her  side,  the  Pope  erected 

*  Will  Dr.  Marsh  condescend  to  review  what  he  has 
written,  p.  240,  and  say,  whether  he  has  not,  inadvertently, 
attributed  to  the  expressions  of  the  Irish  Archbishops,  a 
meaning  most  foreign  from  that  which  those  expressions 
naturally  convey  ? 
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it  into  one  also  on  his :  that  if  she  named 
Stanislaus  Tsches  Tschersovich  to  that  dig- 
nity, the  Pope  gave  him  the  usual  faculties  of 
institution:  that  the  Nuncio  Archeiti  invested 
him  with  the  pallium,  and  that  he  took  the 
Usual  o^th  of  obedience  to  the  Pope5  in  the 
presence,  and  with  the  approbation  of  the  Em- 
press. Yes :  this  very  Russian  Pope  swore 
that  obedience  to  the  Roman  Pope,  which 
Dr.  Marsh  declares  cannot  be  done  but  "at 
expense  of  fealty  to  the  sovereign ;"  and  swore 
it  too  before  the  whole  Russian  court,  and  with 
the  approbation  of  that  princess,  who,  as 
Dr.  Marsh  also  informs  us,  "  was  one  of  the 
most  profound  politicians  that  ever  sat  upon  a 
throne ! !" 


THE    END. 


Dove,  Printer,  St.  Johu's-sqiiarc- 


